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Abstract 
Evidence based policing, and its cornerstone, experimental criminology, is a new paradigm in 
policing that seeks to minimise harm and maximise positive outcomes for the police and the public 
by grounding police strategy, policy and practice decisions in evidence. An exponential growth in 
the number of randomised controlled field trials (RCTs) in policing over the past decade to generate 
the ‘evidence base’ is fundamental to this new approach. Yet, to date, the development of scientific 
experimentation to establish ‘what works’ in policing has done little to challenge the entrenched 
policing mainstays – random patrol, reactive investigations and rapid response – developed in the 
twentieth century (Sherman, 2013).  
Three key developments have, however, emerged in the past decade that may signal a 
greater role for science in policing. First, police practitioners and policy makers have become 
increasingly interested in using scientific evidence to guide their policies and practice (Sherman, 
2013). Second, scholars have begun to explore the disjuncture between evidence and practice and 
the ‘translation’ of science into practice (Lum, 2009; Tseng, 2010). Third, while RCTs in policing 
have until recently been undertaken by academics external to police organisations, and RCT results 
provided to police organisations as new ‘knowledge products’, police are increasingly leading 
experimental research in policing themselves (Weisburd and Neyroud, 2013). 
The value of policing RCTs in organisational learning (OL) may, on the one hand, lie in 
their ability to provide hard evidence or results of ‘what works’ in policing. On the other hand, 
RCTs may be powerful change processes that serve to generate OL in the absence of results. This is 
because RCTs require that alternative policing ideas or solutions are both implemented and 
rigorously tested in situ. Through the theoretical lens of OL, my thesis explores how a focus on the 
implementation processes of RCTs may be one way to address the ongoing disjuncture between a 
steadily growing evidence base and the persistence of mainstay practices in policing. To date, 
studies of research translation in policing have focused largely on the results of RCTs (Lum, 2009; 
Tseng, 2010). In my thesis I have, instead, examined the characteristics of the research process 
itself to establish how it may influence OL, innovation and change in policing. In order to explore 
the relationship between RCTs and OL, I adopted an integrated theoretical perspective and a mixed 
methods approach to address my central research questions: how do the attributes of an RCT 
influence OL processes through the implementation of an RCT, and how do OL processes 
themselves – knowledge acquisition, dissemination, interpretation and change – influence each 
other? 
I introduce OL theory, my research methods and outline my thesis in Chapter One. In 
Chapter Two, I provide a review of the OL literature and discuss the relevant constructs to emerge 
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from my reading. I discuss the development of a heuristic model, the OL Framework, which 
captures the hypothesised relationships between the key constructs identified in Chapter Two and 
outline ten hypotheses, based on the OL Framework. Chapter Three explains the method I used to 
explore the relevance of the key OL constructs through a qualitative study of OL and Operation 
Turning Point, an RCT implemented by the West Midlands Police in the United Kingdom. Chapter 
Four reports on the findings of my study of Operation Turning Point and the relevance of my key 
OL constructs.   
In Chapter Five, I provide a detailed account of my development and pilot testing of the 
POL-RCT Survey with Queensland Police Service (QPS) officers who had been involved in the 
implementation of the Queensland Community Engagement RCT (QCET). I report the descriptive 
statistics and reliability analysis of the survey data. In Chapter Six, I discuss the results of the 
correlational analysis of the pilot POL-RCT Survey data, which I undertook to test my hypotheses 
and measure the relationship between the RCT attributes and OL processes. In Chapter Seven, I 
discuss the theoretical and methodological implications of my results, which provide insight into 
the way RCTs in policing may influence police improvement and change.  
In my thesis, I found that research processes, as distinct from research results, have the 
potential to impact policy and practice decisions, and OL. Specifically, I found that the interaction 
of key attributes and OL processes associated with the implementation of an RCT in a police 
organisation facilitates OL and changes the range of potential organisational behaviour. Further, 
while the act of engaging in the research project may change cognition or behaviour of those 
directly involved, the impact of research processes may extend beyond the project more widely into 
the organisation (Patton, 1997). My thesis demonstrates that it is possible to measure OL from the 
implementation of an RCT, and highlights the need for more rigorous research to understand the 
way research processes may be used by police organisations to catalyse innovation and 
improvement. 
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Chapter One. Introduction 
All organisations, including police organisations, are capable of organisational learning (OL) and 
change (Huber, 1991). Despite this potential to adapt and improve, there is a disjuncture between 
mainstream policing practice and the current evidence base that suggests better alternatives (Bayley, 
1998; Mastrofski and Willis, 2010; Scott, 2008; Skogan and Frydl, 2004; Weisburd and Neyroud, 
2011). In fact, the development of scientific experimentation to establish ‘what works’ in policing 
has done little to undermine the entrenched policing mainstays, the “intellectually discredited” 
‘3Rs’: rapid response, random patrol and, reactive investigations (Sherman, 2013, p. 8). Forty years 
of police reform efforts, since experimentation in policing began, indicate a slow, uncertain, and 
uneven penetration of the evidence base (Kelling, 1988; Skolnick and Bayley, 1986; Weisburd and 
Braga, 2006; Zhao, 1996).  
One recent paradigm of organisational improvement and change in policing is evidence 
based policing, whereby police use both their experience and evidence to guide policy, strategy and 
practice decisions. An exponential growth in the number of randomised controlled field trials 
(RCTs) in policing to generate the ‘evidence base’ is a cornerstone of this new paradigm. Evidence 
based policing has been driven by three key developments in the past decade signalling a greater 
role for science in policing. First, police practitioners and policy makers have become increasingly 
interested in using scientific evidence (Neyroud and Weisburd, 2014; Sherman, 2013). Second, 
scholars have begun to explore the disjuncture between evidence and practice and the ‘translation’ 
of science into practice (Lum, 2009; Tseng, 2010). Third, while RCTs in policing have until 
recently been undertaken by academics external to police organisations and RCT results from these 
academic-led RCTs provided to police organisations as new ‘knowledge products’, police are 
increasingly leading research in policing and more RCTs are being implemented by police 
themselves: by practitioner researchers, embedded researchers or supported by external academic 
partners (Neyroud and Weisburd, 2014). 
 My thesis does not set out to examine the generic role of research translation and use in 
policing OL, or the relative merits of any specific research methodology. Rather, I intend to 
explore, in detail, the way that one type of scientific research process – RCTs in policing – may 
influence OL and change. RCTs are fundamental to the evidence based policing agenda and I 
propose that they have specific potential to generate OL. This is because, unlike observational 
studies, for example, they require that alternative policing ideas or solutions are both implemented 
and rigorously tested in situ as nascent Model II Organisational O-II learning systems (Argyris, 
1994). 
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In order to explore and test the nature of the relationship between RCTs and OL, I will adopt an 
integrated pragmatist perspective of OL to address my central research questions: 
(i) How do the attributes of an RCT impact OL in a police organisation?  
(ii) How do the knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation processes interact through 
an OL process to generate change? 
In Section 1.2, I provide an overview of OL theory and the key constructs derived from this theory, 
and explain the theoretical model I developed to guide my study (the OL Framework, Figure 1). I 
outline the central research aims, questions and hypotheses in Section 1.3. I briefly explain the 
research methods I used to address the questions and test the hypotheses in Section 1.4. I provide a 
brief synopsis of some of the key findings and implications of the research in Section 1.5. 
1.1 OL Theory 
A brief introduction to the complex theory of OL is provided below, along with a synopsis of 
constructs that are relevant in my thesis: knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation; 
experiential learning; tacit and explicit knowledge; absorptive capacity; defensive and productive 
reasoning; research use; single- and double-loop OL; and organisational memory. 
1.1.1 OL perspectives and definitions 
OL theory is frequently subsumed in theories of the learning organisation (LO), organisational 
knowledge (OK), and knowledge management (KM). Both OL and LO theory are focused on the 
process of organisational learning, that is, questions of how organisational learning takes place. 
However, OL emphasises building theory; LO emphasises building practice (Easterby-Smith and 
Lyles, 2011). In LO, the focus is on identifying the ideal state, capacities, characteristics and 
attributes that organisations should have in order to optimise learning and performance (Senge, 
1990). The emphasis is on how practitioners can achieve this ideal state by following an 
organisational development ‘recipe’ (Senge, 1990).  
 Both OK and KM are content theories that are concerned with knowledge as a product, 
artifact or capacity. According to Huber (1991), for example, OK is a theoretical approach that 
focuses on conceptualising the nature of organisational knowledge where knowledge may, for 
example, be conceptualised as a resource and source of competitive advantage. In contrast to the 
OK theoretical approach, KM is an applied, practice-based approach to exploring knowledge use in 
organisations (Argote, 1999). The theory-process (OL), theory-content (OK), practice-process (LO), 
and practice-content (KM) “streams” (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2011, p. 4) are all potentially 
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relevant to my study. However, the classic OL theory-process stream, with a focus on how 
organisations learn (Vera, Crossan, and Apaydin, 2011), is central to my theoretical position. 
 The OL literature also draws on both cognitive and behaviourist approaches to OL (Shipton, 
2006). For some theorists, OL requires changes in cognition of organisational members alone (e.g. 
Shrivastava, 1983). For others, OL requires changes to potential organisational behaviour, where 
information, knowledge or lessons learnt may impact future behaviour and constitutes the 
organisational memory (Huber, 1991). Others argue that OL requires actual organisational 
behaviour change along with cognitive change (Argyris and Schőn, 1978; Fiol and Lyles, 1985). 
Further, Argyris (2004, p.17), argues that OL requires internal, external and “implementable 
validity”, not just good ideas. My thesis adopts the perspective that OL is a process that involves 
cognitive change and may involve potential, or actual, observable changed organisational 
behaviour. When organisational behaviour changes without cognitive changes in the members of 
the organisation, it is not OL but rather “forced learning” or “imitation” (Tsang, 1997, p. 77). OL is 
thus defined as the process of new knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation which 
leads to a change in the range of potential organisational behaviour or a change in actual 
organisational behaviour (Argote, 2013; Huber, 1991).  
1.1.2 OL constructs 
For the purposes of my thesis, RCTs are considered knowledge inputs – a source of new knowledge 
– and the attributes of the RCT and its context are considered key constructs. So too are the 
constructs that derive from the OL processes of knowledge acquisition, dissemination, and 
interpretation, and organisational memory and change. My thesis will explore how the different 
attributes of the RCT and the OL processes influence organisational memory and change. These 
relationships are schematically represented in Figure 1, which serves to synthesise the OL literature 
and to guide the theoretical underpinning of my thesis by integrating the constructs and sub-
constructs operationalised in my research. This heuristic is derived from OL theory and the in-depth 
interviews undertaken with police officers involved in implementing the Operation Turning Point 
RCT (discussed in Chapter Four). I refer to this heuristic as the OL Framework in my thesis. 
RCT context and attributes  
The OL Framework indicates that RCTs have the capacity to influence organisational change and 
improvement. However, RCTs do not take place in a vacuum. They are influenced by factors in the 
external environment (organisational context) and powerful institutional constituents that may 
impact the entire process of OL. On the one hand, police organisations may derive their goals, 
activities and structures from outside of rational/technical considerations, in response to 
legitimating and powerful interests in their environmental contexts (Crank and Langworthy, 1992; 
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DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Maguire, 2003). These powerful constituents may influence the role of 
RCTs in policing. On the other hand, organisational structure and function may be based on goal-
driven, rational processes of decision-making (Huber, 1991; Zhao, 1996). As an attribute, the 
external context comprises the socio-political environment in which the organisation is embedded; 
the historical context – the construct ‘When’. 
 
Figure 1: The OL Framework. A schematic representation of the relationship between RCTs and 
OL processes
1
 
  
Other attributes of the RCT include ‘Who’, ‘What’, ‘Where’, ‘How’ and ‘Why’. ‘Who’ initiates, 
funds, and implements the RCT; ‘Where’ the RCT takes place, the internal organisational context; 
and ‘Why’, the identified purpose of the trial. RCTs are trials of innovations in policing that have 
the potential to influence the associated OL processes along additional dimensions such as ‘What’ 
the RCT is testing. For example, the innovation typology may relate to a narrow tactic, a program, a 
broad strategy, or an existing or new practice (Damanpour, 1991; King, 2000; Sugarman, 2012). 
Moreover, characteristics of RCT implementation process – ‘How’ – also potentially impact the 
adoption of innovations including relative advantage (‘What’), compatibility, lower complexity, 
trialability, and observability (Greenhalgh, Robert, Macfarlane, Bate, and Kyriakidou, 2004; 
Rogers, 2003). ‘How’ the RCT is implemented – the research design – will influence its ease of 
implementation and innovation adoption. It will also determine the extent to which the policing 
                                                 
1
 Derived from: Huber (1991); Crank and Langworthy (1992); Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995); Cohen and Levinthal 
(1990); Argyris and Schőn (1996); Nutley, Walter and Davies, (2007). 
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organisation is required to suspend business-as-usual practices and reflect on both the business-as-
usual practices and the experimental alternative.  
Knowledge acquisition and dissemination 
The OL Framework suggests that all of these RCT attributes influence the way the organisation 
acquires knowledge through the process of experiential learning at the operational unit level, and 
knowledge dissemination at the organisational level.  Organisations learn through experience and 
experiential learning enhances organisational performance (e.g. Argote and Miron-Spektor, 2011; 
Huber, 1991; Lewin, 1951; Nonaka, 1994). Experiential learning is especially important in 
establishing whether an innovation, intervention or program is practically implementable (Argyris, 
2004; Moingeon and Edmondson, 1996).  
 Throughout the conduct of an RCT – where an alternative to business-as-usual is tested – 
the exchange of tacit and explicit knowledge may enact a “spiral of knowledge creation” (Nonaka 
and Takeuchi, 1995, p. 71) where experiential OL is conceived of as a purposive process of 
reflection-in-action through the constant conversion of tacit (individual) to explicit (organisational) 
knowledge (Nonaka, 1994). My study will generate data to explore the way RCTs may enact the 
exchange of tacit and explicit knowledge and generate purposive and accurate feedback to influence 
policing innovation and change. 
 Absorptive capacity is linked to the capacity of organisations to innovate (Greenhalgh et al., 
2004; Huber, 1991) and “recognise the value of knowledge, assimilate it, and exploit it” (Cohen and 
Levinthal, 1990,  p. 140) to make high-quality decisions (Lane, Koka, and Pathak, 2006). 
Absorptive capacity is also a “function of the level of prior related knowledge” (Cohen and 
Levinthal, 1990,  p. 128) of the organisation – the knowledge base. In my thesis, I argue that an 
organisation’s absorptive capacity is largely contingent upon specific OL capabilities and not 
generalised organisational features. Further, aligned to absorptive capacity is ‘system readiness’. As 
Greenhalgh et al. (1994, p. 619) found in their systematic review of innovation adoption in service 
organisations, “if the organisation has tight systems and appropriate skills in place to monitor and 
evaluate the impact of the innovation (both anticipated and unanticipated), the innovation is more 
likely to be assimilated and sustained.” 
Knowledge Interpretation 
RCTs are specific ‘tight systems’ of evaluation that comprise purposive feedback processes and 
potentially influence the knowledge interpretation processes. There are two key theories that inform 
my exploration of the knowledge interpretation process in my thesis, namely: (i) productive and 
defensive reasoning and (ii) research use. First, the RCT feedback process may influence the 
organisation to engage in a mindful process of OL based on productive reasoning, or it may 
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generate an adaptive reflex response based on defensive reasoning (Argyris and Schőn, 1996). 
Argyris (2004) has argued that a Model I theory-in-use (driver of action) generates defensive 
reasoning while a Model II theory-in-use emphasises experimentation, enquiry and testing, and 
leads to productive reasoning. Model I and Model II theories-in-use are not opposites. Rather, 
Model II systems may complement Model I (Organisational O-I) systems, that is, the systems that 
allow for adaptive learning and support ongoing routine organisational activity (Argyris and Schőn, 
1996). Through defensive reasoning, the Model I theory-in-use (driver of action) allows for a return 
to a steady-state (Argyris, 2004). In contrast, the Model II theory-in-use emphasises enquiry and 
testing, and leads to productive reasoning and opens the possibility of OL and change. Productive 
reasoning may be sustained within a Model I system by the continued use of a Model II theory-in-
use by agents alongside “organisational norms that encourage good dialectic and effective 
communication” (Argyris, 2004, p. 12). 
  Second, organisations’ use of research is a process of knowledge interpretation. My thesis 
will explore the way that police organisations use RCT research processes and products. I move 
beyond an instrumentalist perspective of research use, where the impact of research on policy and 
practice decisions is considered to be direct. In fact, it is unusual for a specific piece of research to 
directly impact organisational decisions (Nutley, Walter, and Davies, 2007; Tsang, 1997) and 
organisations are more likely to use research conceptually, as process, or strategically, than they are 
to use it instrumentally (Nutley, Percy-Smith, and Solesbury, 2003; Weiss, 1979). In line with the 
theory-process perspective, my focus is on process research use. 
Organisational memory and change 
RCTs have the potential to influence organisational change along three possible dimensions. First, 
new knowledge may be added to the organisational memory (as tacit and explicit knowledge) for 
future use. The new knowledge then generates OL defined as a change to the potential range of 
organisational behaviour. Second, new knowledge may be enacted by the organisation to change 
behaviour through adaptive single-loop learning, or third, through double-loop generative learning.  
 In organisations, negative feedback loops are designed to generate and recognise error and 
trigger a corrective response, where an error is defined as a mismatch between intended and 
obtained outcomes (Argyris, 2004). The response to this mismatch may be adaptive (single-loop) or 
generative (double-loop) OL: single-loop OL occurs whenever “error is detected and corrected 
without questioning or altering the underlying values of the system” and “the error detected and 
corrected permits the organisation to carry on its current policies or achieve its current objectives” 
(Argyris, 1994,  p. 8). When the organisation’s measures of success, and means to achieve success, 
are questioned, adaptive single-loop learning becomes insufficient to correct error (Nutley, Walter 
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and Davies, 2007). When this occurs, double-loop learning is required to correct error in such a way 
as to change “underlying norms, policies and objectives” (Argyris, 1994, p. 8). This may be enacted 
at an organisational level as realised or potential change. 
 The organisational memory is the repository of potential organisational change and 
comprises the organisation’s cumulative information and knowledge (Huber, 1991). Knowledge 
from experiential learning accumulates through positive and negative reinforcement of prior 
decisions (Levitt and March, 1988). Argyris and Schőn (1996,  p. 16) suggest that in order to 
become organisational, learning must be “embedded” in the people or in the artefacts of the 
organisation. All other OL processes are impacted by, and dependent on, the organisational memory 
(Huber, 1991). OL requires that knowledge enters the organisational memory. 
Summary 
Figure 2 provides a simplified schematic representation of my posited relationship between RCTs 
and OL in policing organisations whereby RCTs act to generate new knowledge; new knowledge is 
potentially disseminated through the organisation; and, the organisation potentially engages in a 
process of interpretation of this knowledge. This can lead to organisational change as a change in 
the potential range of behaviour, or to actual change. The relationship between new knowledge and 
learning is considered to be non-linear, indirect and uncertain. It is moderated by a process of OL. 
The ‘cogs’ heuristic in Figure 2 also suggests the possibility of inserting a metaphorical ‘spanner’ 
into any point of the works, arresting the process. Here the spanner is a metaphor for the uncertainty 
and variability of the impact of RCTs on OL. This relationship will be explored throughout my 
thesis and is encapsulated in both of my research questions, presented below in Section 1.2. 
.  
Figure 2: The hypothesised relationship between RCTs and OL 
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1.2 Research aims and questions 
The way that knowledge use and OL are conceptualised influences how they might be measured.  
Cognitive shifts (changes to the way persons think and the processes involved in knowing or 
understanding information) and potential organisational change (through new knowledge entering 
the organisational memory – the organisation’s repository of information, and knowledge) are not 
(easily) observable and therefore not easy to measure with any degree of reliability. Considering 
that much learning remains in the tacit ‘cognitive space’ it is not surprising that measuring OL is 
“excruciatingly hard to do” (Arthur and Aiman-Smith, 2002, p. 739, cited in Lipshitz, Friedman and 
Popper, 2007, p. 6). Given these difficulties, it is perhaps not surprising that research into how 
police organisations use the evidence base has tended to focus on individual receptivity to research 
and translation of research results into action. Questions related to OL from the process of 
implementation of RCTs in policing have not been addressed by scholars to date. 
1.2.1 The research gap 
According to Argote and Miron-Spektor (2011), the difficulties associated with measuring OL have 
led to a lack of empirical research in support of OL theories in general. They suggest that the 
difficulty in measuring tacit OL has led to a decreased emphasis on questionnaires to capture 
changes in cognitions of organisational members. Rather, the emphasis since the 1990s has been on 
practice or performance based approaches that measure both tacit and explicit knowledge (Argote 
and Miron-Spektor, 2011, p. 1124). Further, Tsang (1997, p. 77) argues that definitions that focus 
on actual observable behavioural change inadequately take into account the “long time lag between 
the time when knowledge is acquired and when it is put into practice”. Tsang (1997, p. 77) argues, 
therefore, that it “is not advisable for descriptive studies to incorporate actual behaviour change in 
their definitions.”  
Further, the relationship between the constructs of information, knowledge utilisation, 
knowledge storage, and learning is convoluted and, in some ways, conflictual (Easterby-Smith and 
Lyles, 2011, p. 15). To overcome these difficulties, Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2011) suggest that 
researchers in the field of OL should consider learning and knowledge as the dependent variables, 
and then look at how these are influenced by organisational elements (independent variables) (e.g. 
see Damanpour, 1991; Linton, 2002). In contrast with this view, my thesis draws a distinction 
between the organisational attributes and the knowledge process attributes. From this perspective, 
the OL process is less a product of organisational elements and factors and more about the nature of 
the problem identification and knowledge production and use processes in determining action-
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outcomes. To address the research gap, my thesis will explore how the attributes of the RCT and 
knowledge processes influence knowledge use and OL. 
1.2.2 Questions and hypotheses 
I propose that, because RCTs comprise a highly specific knowledge process where alternative 
solutions and innovations are produced and rigorously tested, measuring individual police officers’ 
understanding of the features of RCTs that potentially support OL is crucial to those seeking to 
champion their use and uptake in policing organisations. My thesis aims to firstly provide valuable 
insights into the factors of the RCT knowledge process that may enhance police use of scientific 
knowledge of policing. Secondly, I aim to take up the challenge of measuring an OL process by 
developing a theoretically grounded survey of OL and pilot testing it in a ‘real world’ setting: an 
RCT in a police organisation. In Section 1.2.3, I provide an overview of the pragmatist approach to 
my study and the research methods I used to address my two research questions and test my 
hypotheses. My research questions and hypotheses are: 
RQ1: How do the attributes of an RCT impact OL in a police organisation?  
Hypothesis 1: The external context influences the OL process (‘External context’/ ‘When’). 
Officers who see the external context as challenging (recognise error) at the time the RCT is 
implemented are more likely to believe that an RCT that tests an alternative approach is useful than 
those officers who do not recognise a challenging external context.  
Hypothesis 2: The relative advantage and perceived effectiveness of the specific policing 
intervention influences the OL process (‘What’). Officers who see the relative advantage of an 
RCT innovation will have a more positive orientation to experimentation in policing in general than 
officers who do not see the relative advantage of an innovation.   
Hypothesis 3: The relative advantage of testing the intervention through an RCT influences the 
OL process (‘What’). Officers involved in an RCT who think the RCT is a good use of resources 
and supportive of change (successful) are less likely to enact defensive routines than those who 
think it was a waste of resources and ‘unsuccessful’. 
Hypothesis 4:  The simplicity of the innovation to understand, implement and use (lower 
complexity) influences the OL process (‘How’). Officers who think the innovation the RCT is 
testing is easy to understand, implement, and use are more likely to believe that lessons learnt 
during the implementation of the RCT are systematically shared and communicated than officers 
who think implementation was problematic. 
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Hypothesis 5: The internal organisational context may incorporate Model II theories-in-use and 
this influences the OL process (‘Where’). Officers who think the orientation of the organisation 
before the RCT reflects a Model II theory-in-use are more likely to view the organisation as being 
supportive of experiential learning opportunities and activities associated with research in general 
than officers who think the organisation  reflects a Model I system. 
 
RQ2: How do the knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation processes interact 
through an OL process to generate change? 
Hypothesis 6: Experiential learning is positively correlated with productive reasoning. Officers 
who believe that the organisation is supportive of experiential learning, research and knowledge 
exchange are more likely to identify leadership as supportive of productive reasoning than those 
officers who do not view the organisation as supportive of experiential learning.  
Hypothesis 7: Absorptive capacity (officer) is positively correlated with productive reasoning and 
negatively correlated with defensive reasoning. Officers who see the value of RCTs to their own 
personal and professional satisfaction will be more likely to believe that their leadership uses RCT 
research conceptually to inform policy and practice than those officers who do not see the value of 
RCTs. 
Hypothesis 8: Absorptive capacity (organisational) is positively correlated with double-loop OL, 
organisational memory and change. Officers who believe that the organisation’s overall 
orientation to experimentation after the RCT reflects Model II governing values are more likely to 
agree that lessons learnt during the implementation of the RCT impact the organisational memory 
than those who disagree that the organisation’s overall orientation to experimentation reflects 
Model II governing values after the RCT. 
Hypothesis 9: Productive reasoning is positively correlated with double-loop OL and change. 
Officers who believe that leadership exhibits qualities supportive of productive reasoning after the 
RCT are more likely to believe that learning from the RCT will lead to a change in officer and /or 
organisational behaviour. 
Hypothesis 10: Defensive reasoning is negatively correlated with organisational memory and 
change. Officers who believe that officers involved in the RCT engaged in defensive reasoning are 
less likely to believe that learning from an RCT changed behaviour than those officers who did not 
think officers engaged in defensive reasoning. 
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1.3 Research Methods 
Evidence based policing, and its cornerstone of randomised controlled field trials (RCTs), underpin 
a new movement in policing that seeks to minimise harm and maximise positive outcomes for the 
police and the public by grounding police strategy, policy and practice decisions in evidence. My 
study explored how RCTs in policing may facilitate potential change and reform in policing in 
support of this goal.  My research involved a mixed methods, pragmatist methodology
2
 and stepped 
approach to address the research questions and test the hypotheses. This approach aligns with my 
understanding of OL as both a normative, lived experience that involves participation of those 
engaged in it as process, and as an objective measurable phenomenon. In line with this, I adopted an 
interpretive approach to building theory through the first study: a case study of Operation Turning 
Point, an RCT implemented by the West Midlands Police in the UK. Secondly, I adopted a post-
positivist approach to testing theory in my second study – a quantitative survey of The Queensland 
Community Engagement Trial (QCET), the very first RCT implemented by the Queensland Police 
Service in Australia.  
 I undertook my case study of Operation Turning Point (Chapters 3 and 4)
3
, to deepen my 
understanding of the application of the extant literature and to build up the picture of the why and 
how of the relationships between the OL constructs of interest (Punch, 2000), the key constructs 
identified in my literature review. The in-depth interviews enabled a micro analysis of the 
behavioural aspects of RCTs in police organisations and allowed me to test the face validity and 
content validity of the OL constructs in a ‘real-world’ setting. The case study research followed an 
inductive approach and guided the development of my analytical framework (the OL Framework, 
Figure 1). Using a deductive approach I generated some new perspectives of OL related to the 
theoretical relevance of my OL Framework. I then applied this Framework to direct the 
development of my ten hypotheses.  
I used the OL Framework and hypotheses to identify relevant, extant measures of the OL 
constructs to guide the development of my survey instrument, the POL-RCT Survey. I piloted the 
POL-RCT Survey with a sample of police officers who had been involved in the implementation of 
QCET, an RCT implemented by the Queensland Police Service in Australia
4
. I analysed the pilot 
                                                 
2
 “Pragmatist researchers focus on the 'what' and 'how' of the research problem” (Creswell, 2003, p.11). See also Haack, 
2006; Brandom, 2008. 
3
 The Operation Turning Point RCT was implemented from 2011-2014, in the West Midlands Police (WMP) area of 
Birmingham, United Kingdom. It tested the efficacy of an alternative approach to the disposition of low harm offenders. 
See Neyroud and Slothower (2013). 
4
 The Queensland Community Engagement Trial (QCET) took place in Brisbane, Australia in 2010/11. QCET tested 
whether an alternative approach to the administration of stationary random breath testing (RBTs) by police would 
impact public perceptions of police legitimacy. See Mazerolle et al. (2011). 
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data to measure OL from the RCT and to test the survey measures for internal reliability (Chapter 
Five). Finally, I undertook a correlational analysis to explore the nature of the relationships between 
key constructs, test my hypotheses and determine the construct validity and relevance of the OL 
Framework and its constructs (Chapter Six). This allowed me to develop a broad picture of the 
macro level processes involved in OL from an RCT and logically draw some conclusions from the 
research to address my research questions. The methods are briefly discussed below 
1.3.1 Case study: West Midlands Police and Operation Turning Point 
The first element of my research strategy comprised a case study that sought to generate in-depth 
insights into the underlying theory of OL and its constructs. My study involved eighteen in-depth 
interviews with key members of West Midlands Police involved in the implementation of Operation 
Turning Point, a policing RCT. The in-depth interviews allowed for analytic generalisations, that 
is, generalisation back to theory about the role of RCTs in OL (Yin, 1994). My interviews focused 
on the theoretical relationship between the attributes of RCTs and their associated OL processes 
discussed in Chapter Two. To make sense of the interviews, I engaged in an analytic process of 
explanation-building. This involved using case data to build an explanation, and to iteratively test 
the theoretical positions and revise them. The internal validity of the case study was supported by 
closely linking the analysis of the qualitative data back to OL theory. My case study methodology is 
provided in Chapter Three. Findings of the analysis of the qualitative data and an overview of the 
OL Framework and the hypotheses are included in Chapter Four. 
 My case study suggests that RCTs have the potential to profoundly impact OL through the 
entire process of knowledge acquisition, dissemination, interpretation and organisational change. 
On the one hand, the value of policing RCTs lies in their ability to provide hard evidence – results – 
of ‘what works’ in policing. In this view, the success of RCTs is measured at an organisational level 
by their ability to provide results that support the strategic direction of the organisation and provide 
organisational decision-makers with a rationale to shift direction. My respondents suggested that 
limited or weak evidence is easily trumped by politically motivated decisions: strong evidence – 
such as that provided by ‘positive’ RCT results – is needed to gain political support for something 
that is both potentially highly valuable and potentially highly unpopular. On the other hand, my 
case study research demonstrates that RCTs are potentially powerful change processes that serve to 
generate OL in the absence of results. I found that the process of implementing an RCT provides 
fertile ground for generating productive reasoning and changing underlying organisational values 
and assumptions. The value of experiential learning and process research use from RCTs lies in 
their potential to expand organisational absorptive capacity and double-loop OL. In the case of the 
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Operation Turning Point RCT, experiential learning from the RCT shifted underlying values and 
assumptions at a team level and entered the organisational memory. 
1.3.2 Pilot POL-RCT Survey: Queensland Police Service and QCET 
One of the difficulties in studying OL is the paucity of extant research that operationalises and 
measures OL process constructs. The application of the key OL constructs I identified in my 
literature review is virtually absent in scholarly policing research (see Sugarman, 2012 as an 
exception). In order to address this gap, I gathered together discrete elements of OL measures 
previously administered in a range of contexts (e.g. from nursing, IT, education and commerce) and 
built a survey instrument for the policing context. Where possible, I used (and adapted) existing 
scales and items (Miller, 1991), but I also developed some scales from scratch. In this way, the 
administration of the POL-RCT Survey to Queensland Police Service officers who had been 
involved in the implementation of the QCET RCT allowed me to investigate the relationship 
between the constructs in my OL Framework and test my hypotheses.  
 The measures of the constructs largely comprise psychometric scales that measure beliefs, 
attitudes and reported behaviour (Hagan, 2006) associated with the underlying constructs that make 
up the attribute and process dimensions of the OL processes discussed in Chapter Two and tested 
for face validity and content validity in Chapter Four. The attribute constructs relate to the 
organisational context and the characteristics and type of innovation implied by the RCT such as 
‘Who’ initiated and drove the RCT; ‘Why’ it was implemented; ‘What’ it was testing, and ‘How’ it 
was implemented. The process constructs focus on the constructs (and subconstructs) of knowledge 
acquisition and dissemination, knowledge interpretation, organisational memory and change. 
 I used SPSS to analyse the survey data to measure OL from the QCET RCT (Queensland 
Police Service, Australia) and to test the survey measures for internal reliability (Chapter Five). The 
scales elicited the attitude or opinion of the respondent and were analysed based on individual unit 
of analysis. However, individual respondents were also asked to make ecometric assessments 
(Raudenbush and Sampson, 1999) to provide organisational level views of the role of RCTs in 
policing OL. Finally, I undertook a correlational analysis to test my hypotheses, explore the nature 
of the relationships between key constructs and the relevance of the OL Framework (Chapter Six). I 
used this correlation analysis to explain the relationships between the identified constructs and 
establish construct validity of the OL Framework constructs and their measures. 
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1.4 Thesis outline 
My thesis involves a literature review and three primary studies and these will be presented in the 
following Chapters. Chapter Two comprises a review of the OL literature and highlights key 
elements of various perspectives and definitions of OL that are useful to my examination of the role 
of RCTs in policing OL. Chapter Three provides a methodology for my first study: a case study of 
Operation Turning Point undertaken by the West Midlands police in the UK. I present the findings 
of my case study in Chapter Four. My second study is outlined in Chapter Five. It involved the 
development and pilot-testing of the POL-RCT Survey, which was administered to officers from the 
Queensland Police Service who had been involved in the implementation of the QCET RCT. In 
Chapter Five I also provide a brief outline of the univariate analysis, descriptive statistics and 
reliability tests of the Survey data and measures. In Chapter Six I present my third study, a 
correlational analysis of the data from the pilot POL-RCT Survey, and discuss my hypothesis tests. 
In Chapter Seven I address my research questions in light of my findings and results. I discuss the 
limitations of my research and the implications for evidence based policing.  
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Chapter Two. The Theory of Organisational Learning (OL) 
2.1 Introduction 
Organisations are characterised as goal oriented (March and Simon, 1981), social (Brandi and 
Elkjaer, 2011) systems (Simon, 1991) that are established to achieve an explicit set of objectives 
(Huber, 1991). They are open dynamic systems (Burke, 2002) capable of adaptation in response to 
internal and external contexts (Zhao, 1996). Organisations are comprised of both technological parts 
and human subsystems such as individual members and work teams (Sugarman, 2012). These 
subsystems are structured in predetermined ways such as hierarchies or matrices interacting within 
a shared context (King, 2009). In OL theory, however, organisations are the central protagonists 
and decision-making systems, not their individual members and subsystems. OL theorists are 
therefore concerned with the study of how and why organisations generate and use knowledge to 
adapt, change and innovate (Argote, 1999; Argyris, 1994; Huber, 1991).  
 Underlying the idea that organisations are more than the sum of their individual parts, a 
related and central idea is that OL is more than the sum of individuals learning within organisations. 
Organisations are, nonetheless, made up of human learners. These individual members are the 
agents capable of action on behalf of the organisation. As Argyris (1994, p. 8) suggests, 
“organisations do not perform the actions that produce learning”, individual agents “produce the 
behaviour that leads to learning”. It is therefore important to caution against the reification of the 
concept of organisation, that is, asserting that the organisation knows or learns (Simon, 1991, p. 
126). However, organisational knowing and learning are not analogous to individual knowing and 
learning. Unlike individual learning, OL is not an essentially a cognitive activity (Cook and Yanow, 
1996, p. 439). Rather, OL is an adaptation and change process of contextualised knowledge activity. 
This involves knowledge acquisition, knowledge dissemination, knowledge interpretation, and 
organisational memory (Huber, 1991, p. 88). 
 For half a century, the OL literature has explicated varying perspectives of OL theory to 
explore the role of OL in shaping organisational adaptation, change, policy and practice. This 
chapter draws on different but interrelated theoretical perspectives of OL to explore the complex 
way that organisations, such as police organisations, may use new knowledge to learn. In Section 
2.2, I provide a brief synopsis of the theory of OL which comprises an overview of varied but 
interrelated theoretical perspective of OL and an explication of the different ways that OL has been 
defined. In section 2.3, I discuss the central OL constructs that emerged from my reading and their 
associated theory. These constructs cut across the different perspectives and include the external 
context, attributes of an innovation, experiential learning, absorptive capacity, research use, 
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productive and defensive reasoning, single and double-loop learning, organisational memory and 
organisational change. 
2.2 Theoretical perspectives 
 Despite more than fifty years of theorising and deep historical roots, OL as a field of study 
remains “highly contested” and “speculative” (Nutley, Walter, and Davies, 2007, p. 168). There are 
many views about what OL is and also many views about how it can be enacted to generate change 
(Nutley et al., 2007). Notwithstanding the lack of theoretical coherence, Sugarman (2012, p. 92) 
suggests that OL “stands at the crossroads of three of the most seminal ideas in modern social 
theory”. First, OL theory can add to modern social theory because organisations are “key actors in 
the modern world”; second, because knowledge is “crucial to value production”; and third, because 
the modern world is characterised by “constant change, rising standards and increasing complexity” 
(Sugarman, 2012, p. 92). Understanding how organisations rise to meet these challenges through 
OL is of significant theoretical value in the modern era. 
 The origin of the idea that organisations ‘learn’ is not new, however, and is usually 
attributed to Cyert and March writing in the mid-20
th
 Century (1963). They emphasised the role of 
OL as an adaptive biological-type of response in defense against external shocks, challenges and 
changes. OL in this early conceptualisation is viewed as a process of homeostasis, with the 
organisation represented as an organism. Organisations, as complex organisms, thus ‘learn’ through 
experience within an open ecological system (open systems theory). Adaptation is viewed as both 
purposeful and reflexive in response to external stimuli (Cyert and March, 1963).  
 More recent theory suggests that OL within organisations is based on organisational 
knowledge about the association between implementable actions and their outcomes (Argyris, 1994; 
Fiol and Lyles, 1985). In this view, OL involves both cognitive (individual) and potential or actual 
behavioural changes (organisational) (Tsang, 1997). OL involves “evidence that knowledge has 
been gained through experience and/or when changes in behavior are a result of experience” 
(Argote, 1999). OL may be purposeful and forward looking and focused on new solutions. It may 
also be backward looking and history-dependent (Levitt and March, 1988). Moreover, OL is a 
process that happens over time and should not be conceptualised as a discrete event (Tsang, 1997).  
 In this section I provide a brief overview of the theory of OL. In section 2.2.1, I provide an 
overview of the varied but interrelated perspectives of OL including those that focus on the 
processes of OL (OL and LO) and those which focus on OL content or products (OK and KM). I 
also provide a brief explanation of the differences between the problem solving, efficiency 
perspective and the social process perspective. The problem solving perspective conceptualises OL 
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as a purposive means to enhance organisational performance. The social process perspective sees 
OL as a part of everyday transactional and social life in organisations.  
2.2.1 Process and content perspectives 
 Despite wide divergence on many levels, most OL theorists agree that knowledge 
production or acquisition must be differentiated from OL itself. For theorists such as Argyris 
(1994); Huber (1991); Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995); Argote (1999); and Simon (1991), for 
example, the internal production and conversion of organisational knowledge to organisational 
action is understood to be moderated by an OL process. The common element is that all these 
theorists address the relationship between knowledge and learning. In this way, knowledge is 
something which can be acquired, created and put into practice and is both an input and an output of 
OL (Argyris, 1994; Huber, 1991; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Further, for some such as Argote 
(1999) and Simon (1991), OL occurs when new knowledge is incorporated into organisational 
norms, policies, procedures, and data and information systems. From this viewpoint, knowledge is 
created through the interpretation of data and information in context. Others such as Nonaka (1994) 
suggest that knowledge is an ongoing process of conversion of tacit to explicit knowledge and vice 
versa through a ‘spiral of knowledge creation’.  
 OL theory is frequently confounded, blended or subsumed in theories of the learning 
organisation (LO), organisational knowledge (OK) theory, and knowledge management (KM) 
theory. In its classical form, OL has a theory and process focus and is juxtaposed to the practice 
and content focus of KM, which emerged in the 1990s. These four perspectives are discussed 
below. 
Process perspectives 
Both OL and LO are concerned with the process of organisational learning although they have 
different emphases. As Vera, Crossan, and Apaydin (2011, p. 155) explain, “OL is a descriptive 
stream, with academics that pursue the question ‘how does an organisation learn?’ In contrast, LO 
is a prescriptive stream, targeted at practitioners who are interested in the question ‘how should an 
organisation learn?’” In a nutshell, OL theory emphasises building theory, whereas LO emphasises 
building practice (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2011).  
 A concern with the relationship between learning and performance in practice settings 
(‘what works’) emerged in the 1990s (Davies, Nutley, and Smith, 2000, p. 7) and was bolstered by 
the rise of LO as a key construct in organisational theory. In LO, the focus is on identifying the 
ideal state, capacities, characteristics and attributes that organisations should have in order to 
optimise learning and performance (e.g. Burgoyne, Pedler, and Boydell, 1994; Hughes and Jackson, 
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2004; Senge, 1990). The emphasis is on how practitioners can achieve this ideal state by following 
an organisational development recipe (Senge, 1990).  
 My thesis begins with the classical OL position that assumes that OL happens in all 
organisations. Some organisations may be better at certain types of OL than others, but 
organisations do not have to possess a predefined set of characteristics and attributes in order to 
adapt and change. Organisations do not have to be ‘idealised’ LO’s in order to learn but there are 
certain organisational characteristics that may influence how they learn. Moreover, both the internal 
and external context will influence the knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation 
processes: the nature of the OL. 
Content perspectives  
Both OK and KM are content theories that are concerned with knowledge as a product, artifact or 
capacity. According to Huber (1991) for example, OK is a theoretical approach that focuses on 
conceptualising the nature of organisational knowledge, where knowledge may, for example, be 
conceptualised as a resource and source of competitive advantage. This contrasts with an alternative 
OK perspective where organisational ‘knowing’ is understood to be bound to organisational action 
(e.g. Polyani, 1967) and is something organisations ‘do’. In line with this view, Vera et al. (2011, p. 
157) suggest that “knowing is not knowledge used in action, but knowledge that is part of action”. 
Knowing is also what brings tacit and explicit knowledge together in action in the world (Cook and 
Brown, 1999).  
 In contrast to the OK theoretical approach, KM is an applied, practice-based approach to 
exploring knowledge use in organisations. As scholars such as Argote (1990) suggest, KM focuses 
on identifying ways of creating, measuring, disseminating and storing the ‘stuff’ called knowledge 
through hard technical systems and/or through social transfer and intra- and inter-organisational 
networks (e.g. Argote, 1999; Nonaka, 1994; Tsang, 1997). Relative to the other organisational 
learning theories, KM is a relative newcomer to the field and is highly influenced by the rise of 
information technology.  
 In my thesis, I will integrate and utilise the constructs of knowledge (as input), and learning 
(as process) to develop an integrated OL perspective. Intrinsic to an integrative perspective of OL is 
the relationship between knowledge, knowing and learning in generating organisational change and 
renewal in a “continuously changing environment (Vera et al., 2011, p. 154). For example, 
alongside more classical process approaches to OL, the theoretical insights into the technical 
‘content’ nature of knowledge in organisations (e.g. Huber, 1991) and the intrinsic relationship 
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between explicit and tacit knowledge (e.g. Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995) provide a broad lens 
through which to unpack the complex process of OL in a practice setting.   
Perhaps a more significant difference than those discussed above is the divergence between 
perspectives that see OL as a purposive means to an end, where new knowledge is sought to correct 
identified organisational error, and those that see OL as an inevitable element of organisational life. 
This difference between the problem-solving (efficiency) perspective and the social process 
perspective is discussed in the next section. 
2.2.2 Problem-solving and social process perspectives 
By the 1990s two clear streams of work had emerged within the process theories themselves and cut 
across the OL/LO divergence (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2011, p. 12).  The first stream was based 
on Carnegie Tradition, “which suggests that it is desirable to maximise efficient use of knowledge 
in organisations, while recognising that there are substantial, largely human antecedents” (Easterby-
Smith and Lyles, 2011, p. 12). The social process stream differs from the Carnegie Tradition in 
several important ways. The social school emphasises the social process of OL and KM, where 
learning and knowing are situated in practice and experience (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Gherardi, 
2011). Organisational researchers in the Carnegie Tradition align most closely with a positivist view 
of how learning might be understood (e.g., Huber, 1991). Those in the social process perspective 
are aligned with the interpretive theorists, who argue that science is subjective and that the social 
process by which knowledge is created influences learning (e.g. Brown and Duguid, 1991). 
The problem-solving perspective 
The Carnegie Tradition includes foundational authors such as March (1991), Huber (1991), Argote, 
(1999) and Simon (1991). Much of the influence of this school is on management and business 
studies where knowledge assets (inputs and outputs) are seen in a rational technical light to be 
fundamental to organisational decision-making, efficiency and performance (Easterby-Smith and 
Lyles, 2011, p. 12). In this tradition, OL is viewed as a model of rational decision-making at an 
organisational systems level in response to external stimuli (Huber, 1991; March and Simon, 1981). 
 The Carnegie Tradition emphasises organisational problem solving, where problems are 
identified as the failure to achieve organisational goals. In “problemistic search” (Huber, 1991), 
organisations will scan and search for knowledge and solutions in their external environments so 
long as their goals are not adequately met through their current activities. This search process is 
purposeful and triggered by negative performance feedback (Cyert and March, 1963). The problem 
solving activity in problemistic search is “routinized to a greater or lesser degree” (March and 
Simon, 1981, p. 138). Cyert and March (1963) differentiate between adaptive response to “short-run 
20 
 
feedback from the environment according to some fairly well-defined rules” and “organisational 
adaptation which results in changes to rules themselves” (Cyert and March, 1963, pp. 101-102) This 
is considered one of the origins of the theory of single-loop and double-loop learning, later 
developed by Argyris and Schőn (1978). 
The social process perspective 
In the social process perspective, organisational learning is considered to be a process of knowing, 
where individual organisational members interact with each other and the learning systems internal 
and external to the organisation. OL is not necessarily purposeful. Nor is it necessarily performance 
focused (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Gherardi, 2011). The social learning perspective is a reaction to 
the idea that “learning is for individuals to become knowledgeable for the benefit of the enterprise” 
(Brandi and Elkjaer, 2011, p. 27). In this perspective “learning is ubiquitous and part of everyday 
organisational life and work” (Brandi and Elkjaer, 2011, p. 28) and “knowing and doing are … 
inextricably entangled” (Gherardi, 2011, p. 43). This situated learning is employed in a constantly 
changing social context and learning is embedded in action and social interaction. OL is more than 
the sum of individual learning in aggregate. Learning is not an “individual process of thought”, but 
takes place “among and through other people and artifacts as a relational activity” (Brandi and 
Elkjaer, 2011, p. 27).  
In this perspective, OL requires shared organisational understanding of the organisation’s 
goals, environment and associations between actions and outcomes. Further to this, social process 
theorists suggest that what an individual in an organisation ‘knows’ does not come from his or her 
experience alone (e.g. Gherardi, 2006). Rather, organisations have a “social stock of knowledge” 
(Schutz, 1946). This ‘stock’ comprises three components, namely the “reserve of experience that 
arises from reflection on past experiences”, the “knowledge of social derivation”, and “socially 
approved knowledge (the knowledge approved by the group of membership, or by other trusted 
authorities)” (Gherardi, 2011, p. 45). 
 Both the efficiency and the social process learning perspectives provide insights into the 
process of OL in a practice setting, albeit through very different lenses. On the one hand, 
knowledge production and use in developing action–outcome decisions in a practice setting is a 
socially determined process. On the other hand, OL may also be driven by negative feedback loops 
within the organisational system that respond to internal and external demands for efficiency, 
effectiveness, or legitimacy. In the next section I will build on the various OL perspectives and 
discuss the theoretical background to the key OL constructs that have framed my research.  
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2.3 OL constructs 
My thesis aims to understand how different attributes of the RCT and the OL processes influence 
organisational memory and change. RCTs are knowledge inputs – a stimulus for OL. The attributes 
of the RCT (‘Who’, ‘Where’ ‘What’, ‘How’ and ‘Why’) and its external context (‘When’) and the 
OL processes of knowledge acquisition, dissemination, and interpretation, and organisational 
memory and change, are the key constructs that are explored in my research and synthesised in the 
heuristic OL Framework (Figure 1). These constructs are discussed in light of their theoretical 
relevance below. 
2.3.1 RCT context and attributes 
Internal and external context 
In my analysis, I employ two main theories that address the role of internal and external contexts
5
 in 
adaptation in organisations: structural contingency theory (see e.g., Zhao, 1996) and institutional 
theory (see e.g., DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). The relationship of these two organisational theories 
and OL is discussed below, followed by an overview of other key constructs that are associated 
with OL. 
Structural contingency theory: From the structural contingency perspective, organisations adapt 
their structures in response to rational/technical considerations directly related to their goals and 
contexts (Zhao, 1996). As Zhao (1996, p. 2) explains, by “their very nature, organisations are 
dynamic, and hence change occurs when organisations are called to respond to both internal and 
external demands for effective service delivery and for organisational maintenance.” Organisations 
may also ‘search’ or scan their external environments for evidence of ‘what works’. Through this 
‘problemistic search’, they may acquire information and knowledge from others’ adaptation 
strategies and adapt them as their own solutions to problems they encounter in meeting their goals 
(Huber, 1991).  
 New knowledge may impact across different structural elements of organisations. For 
example, new evidence may suggest a redefinition of the locus of decision-making, a redefinition of 
tasks and means to achieve these tasks, new structures, new training or certification requirements, 
or new standard operating procedures (King, 2005). How and when this new knowledge is produced 
or acquired, and if and how it is used, may both be a function of the organisational structure, and a 
determining factor in informing organisational action–outcomes. There may be some qualities of 
                                                 
5
 The external (socio-political) context construct and its implications for policing is operationalised as the construct 
‘When’. The internal context is operationalised as ‘Where’ the RCT takes place, that is, the level of organisational and 
management openness to recognising and addressing organisational ‘error’. 
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organisational structure, complexity and control (King, 2005) that determine organisations’ capacity 
to learn, but rather than these ‘attributes’ being static features, they are mutable elements of 
adaptive systems that respond to internal and external pressures and demands on an ongoing basis.  
Institutional theory 
Institutions are organisations that have attained a high degree of resilience. Nonetheless, they are 
“subject to change processes which are both incremental and discontinuous” (Scott, 1995, p 33). In 
the view of many institutional theorists, organisations derive both their goals and structures from 
outside of rational/technical considerations in response to legitimating and powerful social, 
economic and political institutional interests in their environmental contexts (Crank and 
Langworthy, 1992; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Maguire, 2003). These institutional constituents 
may include politicians, the media, community groups, and other organisations, especially like 
organisations in the organisational field and their associated professional associations (Coopey and 
Burgoyne, 2000; King, 2005). In contrast to the organisations of Max Weber’s time, when 
efficiency was considered a driving force in bureaucratisation, structural changes in organisations in 
the modern era are due to isomorphic processes outside of considerations of efficiency (DiMaggio 
and Powell, 1983). Homogenisation leads to organisations that are structured and function in very 
similar ways through structuration of the organisational field
6
. These processes of structuration and 
homogenisation are driven by the state and professions, not by organisational attributes or 
considerations of efficiency or effectiveness (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983, p. 147). 
From an OL perspective that sees organisations as adaptive entities that seek to correct error 
– a mismatch between stated goals and obtained outcomes – organisational change that is driven by 
the isomorphic processes of institutional theory would not be considered OL, but rather “imitation” 
(Argyris, 1994; Huber, 1991). Rather, the “problemistic search” of structural contingency theory 
comprises a rational search for solutions to address organisational error. In light of this, my research 
sought to explore the role of the external context as a potential challenge to the status quo for police 
organisations – a source of error. A key question I sought to explore in my thesis was: Does the 
external context – the socio-political environment – play a role in OL from an RCT in policing, and 
if so, what is that role? 
Attributes of innovation 
Apart from the external context, my research seeks to understand how the other RCT research 
attributes and processes may influence OL. There are three key themes within the vast literature on 
                                                 
6
 DiMaggio and Powell (1983) define the organisational field as “those organisations which, in the aggregate, constitute 
a recognised area of institutional life: key suppliers, resources and product consumers, regulatory agencies, and other 
organisations that produce similar services or products” (p. 148). 
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innovation, innovation adoption, and diffusion that are relevant to my study of OL from RCTs in 
policing – as specific tests of innovations – and I will highlight these below.  
Planned and emergent innovation: First, innovation is usually considered a response to a 
perceived ‘crisis’ that the organisation interprets as a ‘performance gap’ (Rogers, 2003). As we 
have seen above, organisations may – and often do – adopt innovations from outside to their own 
specific contexts, but they may also seek to generate their own solutions. Some OL theorists draw a 
distinction between planned and emergent innovation and organisational change (e.g., Burke, 2002; 
Sugarman, 2012). This variation aligns with Huber’s (1991) differentiation between knowledge 
acquisition and use processes that are formal, systematic and purposive, and those processes that are 
characterised as “unintentional”, “unsystematic”, “haphazard” and “multi-faceted” (Huber, 1991, 
pp. 91–94). Planned innovation may be the result of research and development or other applied 
research
7
. It is also most likely driven from the top strategic level of the organisation. Emergent 
innovation, in contrast, is defined as process improvement in core operations, taking place at the 
micro level (Sugarman, 2012). It is therefore important to identify whether knowledge is available 
at the correct “decision points” and to “specify where in the organisation particular knowledge is 
stored or who has learned it” (Simon, 1991, p. 126). 
The locus and scope of innovation: Second, whether innovations arise due to organisations 
seeking to address error, or though imitation, Sugarman (2012) argues that innovation may take 
place across the whole organisation (wide) or remain isolated to one area or unit (narrow). 
However, if the “innovation remains within the work team it is considered team learning but not 
OL” (Sugarman, 2012, p. 110). Further, he suggests that OL only takes place when the learning is 
either a top-level strategic shift or comprises a mainstreamed grassroots operational learning across 
the whole base of the organisation. Innovation may be radical (involving deep changes to 
organisational mission and/or operations), or incremental (involving small adjustments to 
operations) (Sugarman, 2012). Rogers (2003) suggests that innovations in one area may impact in 
other areas over time, such as when the adoption of a new product leads to a change in the way the 
organisation does its business, develops its policy or even its structure. While sub-organisational 
shifts are not considered OL, they are, nonetheless, innovations that can lead to radical shifts in the 
mission over time. New knowledge may enter the organisational memory to change the range of 
potential organisational behaviour (Tsang, 1997; Huber, 1991). This has implications for the 
conduct of policing RCTs within sub-organisational units of a larger police organisation. 
                                                 
7
 Planned and emergent innovation are operationalised under the constructs ‘Why’ and ‘Who’ by asking why the RCT 
is initiated and who initiated and funded it. 
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Innovation typology and characteristics: According to  King (2000), “police innovation is 
multidimensional” (King 2000, p. 314), and rather than categorising innovation into simple 
categories, researchers should focus on the specific dimensions of any given innovation itself (King, 
2000). Greenhalgh et al. (2004) examine the facets of the innovation itself and suggest that 
innovation attributes are dynamic and variable. In their meta-analysis of innovation adoption in 
service organisations they also identify a series of key ‘antecedents’ and attributes of organisations 
(organisational readiness factors) that enhance the likelihood of innovation adoption or assimilation 
at an organisational level (Greenhalgh et al., 2004). They suggest that the rate of adoption of an 
innovation is a function of both the dynamic features of the innovation, the specific organisational 
characteristics, and the context (Greenhalgh et al., 2004, p. 598). However, from the ‘theory 
process’ perspective (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2011) that underpins my thesis, the organisational 
readiness factors – which are key to the ‘process practice’ learning organisation perspective – are 
less relevant than the attributes of the innovation itself and its role in OL.  
I consider the following five key facets of innovation identified by both Rogers (2003) and 
Greenhalgh et al. (2004) as relevant to my exploration of innovations in policing organisations. 
First, relative advantage
8
, which is a key facet that relates to the relative effectiveness and cost-
effectiveness of the innovation relative to the current state of affairs (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; 
Rogers, 2003); second, compatibility, which is an assessment of the alignment of the innovation 
with the existing overarching organisational goals and the extent to which it may challenge the 
adopters values, norms and perceived needs (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003); third, lower 
complexity
9
, which refers to the simplicity of the innovation to understand, implement and use, and 
the simpler the better for adoption (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003); fourth, trialability, 
which relates to the extent to which the innovations can be trialed or piloted on a limited basis 
(Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003). Finally, observability is a key to adoption. Adopters are 
more likely to adopt innovations that can demonstrate observable and visible outcomes and impacts 
(Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003). Other attributes identified by Greenhalgh et al. (2004, p. 
597) include reinvention, fuzzy boundaries, lower risk, enhanced task performance, and knowledge. 
A further distinction is drawn, based on Rogers (2003), between those innovations that are 
completely new to the organisation, those that have been partially adopted by the organisation, and 
those for which a prior body of knowledge exists at an organisational or industry level.  
                                                 
8
 The construct of relative advantage is operationalised as a facet of ‘What’ the RCT is testing and what the advantage 
of testing via and RCT is. The construct of innovation typology is also operationalised as a facet of ‘What’ the 
implications of the intervention being tested are for organisational change. 
9
 The construct of lower complexity is operationalised as the attribute ‘How’ – how easy the RCT is to implement. 
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 Damanpour’s (1991) meta-analysis of organisational innovation provides a similar position 
to the ideas espoused by Greenhalgh et al. (2004). However, for (Damanpour, 1991) the 
characteristics of the organisation are more instrumental in facilitating the adoption of the 
innovation than the type of innovation and stage of adoption. Damanpour (1991) argues that “the 
type of innovation might not be a primary contingency variable” (p. 583). Rather, organisational 
attributes are the primary antecedents of adoption (Damanpour, 1991, p. 583). Again, however, in 
line with my ‘theory-process’ focus on the role of the RCT in organisational change, with the 
exception of the organisation’s level of absorptive capacity and the extent to which it is able to 
incorporate Type II governing values, I focus less on the characteristics of the organisation than on 
Damanpour’s (1991) ‘second order contingencies’ of innovation typology: radical (vs. incremental) 
where radical involves “fundamental changes in the activities of an organisation and represent(s) 
clear departures from existing practices” (Damanpour, 1991, p. 561); administrative, involving 
“organisational structure and administrative processes” (Damanpour, 1991, p. 560); technical, a 
change in “products, services, and production process technology” (Damanpour, 1991, p. 560); and 
“discrete new units or operational activities” (Damanpour, 1991, p. 561). The ‘characteristics’ of 
innovation identified by Greenhalgh and colleagues (2004) constitute descriptors. Those identified 
by Damanpour (1991) constitute types. My thesis uses both Damanpour’s types (expanded by King, 
2000), and the descriptors of Greenhalgh et al. (2004) to analyse the data from the Operation 
Turning Point Study and to develop and analyse the POL-RCT Survey.  
So far, I have discussed the theoretical background to frame the relevance of the constructs 
of external context of an RCT in a police organisation and the attributes of an RCT. The remainder 
of this chapter focuses on the process elements of OL: knowledge acquisition and dissemination, 
and its subconstructs of experiential learning and absorptive capacity; knowledge interpretation and 
its subconstructs of research use and productive and defensive reasoning; and organisational change 
and its subconstructs of single–and double-loop learning  and  organisational memory. 
2.3.2 Knowledge acquisition and dissemination 
Experiential learning 
An extensive literature suggests that organisations learn through experience and that experiential 
learning enhances organisational performance (e.g. Argote and Miron-Spektor, 2011; Huber, 1991). 
The foundational theories of Kurt Lewin (Lewin, 1951; Lewin and Grabbe, 1945) are seen as the 
basis of much of today’s thinking around the experiential learning, integration of theory and 
practice, group dynamics and action research. Lewin is also credited with being one of the first 
theorists to demonstrate that complex social phenomena can be explored using controlled field 
experiments (Adelman, 1993). In this section, I provide a brief review of some of the key ideas and 
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constructs related to experiential learning, including intentional and unintentional experiential 
learning and tacit and explicit knowledge.  
Intentional and unintentional experiential learning: The concept of ‘learning by doing’ (Argote, 
1999) is used extensively to inform commercial practices related to training and human resources. It 
is also understood to enhance organisational performance. At the level of the individual learner, 
blurring the distinction between learning and doing is widely promoted for ‘hand tasks’ where high 
levels of cognitive engagement with the task are less critical. At a team learning and organisational 
level, learning by doing may be associated with practice based ‘pilot projects’ (Rogers, 2003). 
Huber (1991, p. 90), however, differentiates between knowledge acquisition that occurs through 
experiential learning from intentional and systematic efforts (pilot projects and organisational 
experiments) and that which is unintentional and informal. This is important because “accurate 
learning is not easy, especially in the case of learning from experience” (Tsang, 1997, p. 78). 
Organisations can “incorrectly learn, and they can correctly learn that which is incorrect” (Huber, 
1991, p. 89).  
In formal experiential learning, the relationship between actions and outcomes is determined 
through analysis of feedback based on a trial of an intervention, innovation or program prior to its 
implementation. Pilot projects are a form of organisational experiment and may indicate whether an 
intervention or innovation is “trialable” (Rogers, 2003). Testing and generating accurate feedback 
on the implementation of the action–outcome implications of new knowledge in a real context (e.g. 
through a pilot study or an RCT) potentially generates information about both the effectiveness of 
the activity and the implementation processes involved, and this can lead to OL (Argyris, 2004; 
Moingeon and Edmondson, 1996).  
 Nonaka (1994) refers to experiential OL as a purposive process of reflection-in-action where 
reflection is the constant conversion of tacit to explicit knowledge. Notably, the focus here is on the 
way that tacit knowledge can be made explicit and ‘codifiable’: where knowing at an individual 
level (tacit) is made explicit knowledge at an organisational level. Explicit knowledge may in fact 
be considered information – the input into instrumental knowledge acquisition. The conversion 
process of explicit knowledge and tacit knowledge through experiential learning is, however, what 
allows for OL to take place. 
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Figure 3: The Spiral of Knowledge Creation. Adapted from The knowledge creating company: How 
Japanese companies create the dynamics of innovation (p. 71), by Nonaka, I., and Takeuchi, H., 
1995, New York: Oxford University Press. Copyright Creative Commons.  BY-SA 3.0. File:SECI 
Model.jpg. 
 
Tacit and explicit knowledge: Underpinning the concepts of experiential learning are the concepts 
of tacit and explicit knowledge. Both tacit and explicit knowledge are required for an effective 
knowledge creation process. Nonaka (1994) suggests that organisations are able to embrace change 
when tacit (derived from experience) and explicit (codifiable) knowledge are brought together. This 
is referred to as the “spiral of knowledge creation” (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, p. 71). Nonaka 
and Takeuchi (1995, p. 8) posit four modes of knowledge conversion in this ‘spiral’ as depicted in 
Figure 3.  
The modes include “socialization” (tacit to tacit), which starts with building a field of 
interaction and involves shared direct experience; “externalization” (tacit to explicit), which is 
achieved through collective reflection and meaningful discussion; “combination” (explicit to 
explicit), which requires networking, systematising, and connecting explicit knowledge to other 
explicit knowledge and information; and, “internalization” (explicit to tacit), which involves 
learning by doing. Both tacit and explicit knowledge may be activated in organisational innovation. 
In my study of Operation Turning Point (Chapter Four), I explore the relevance and role of 
experiential learning in OL by analysing the data related to the knowledge conversion processes: 
socialisation, externalisation, combination and internalisation. 
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Absorptive capacity  
As discussed above, innovation is a specific type of OL process that changes the way an 
organisation performs its role, uses a new product, produces a new artifact, develops a new 
structure, adopts a new process or implements a new program (Damanpour, 1991; Greenhalgh, et 
al.; King, 2000). Absorptive capacity is linked to the capacity of organisations to innovate, that is, 
their innovativeness (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Huber, 1991). As Greenhalgh et al. (2004) suggest,   
An organisation that is systematically able to identify, capture, interpret, share, reframe, 
and recodify new knowledge; to link it with its own existing knowledge base; and to put 
it to appropriate use will be better able to assimilate innovations … Prerequisites for 
absorptive capacity include the organisation’s existing knowledge and skills base 
(especially its store of tacit, uncodifiable knowledge) and preexisting related 
technologies, a ‘learning organisation’ culture, and proactive leadership directed toward 
sharing knowledge  ( p. 606).  
 
 Absorptive capacity is the capacity of an organisation to “recognize the value of [new] 
knowledge, assimilate it, and exploit it” (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990, p. 140) to make high-quality 
decisions (Lane, Koka, and Pathak, 2006). Absorptive capacity is also a “function of the level of 
prior related knowledge” (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990, p. 128) of the organisation – the knowledge 
base. Absorptive capacity is understood by Van Wijk, Van Den Bosch, and Volberda (2011, p. 275) 
to have three key antecedents: “the knowledge absorbed itself, the organisation in which it is 
developed, and the network in which the organisations operate.” All three of these elements are 
relevant to my study. 
 In my thesis, I argue that the ability of organisations to effectively recognise, assimilate, and 
apply new knowledge (absorptive capacity) is largely contingent upon the specific capabilities of 
the organisation and not the generalised organisational attributes (such as size, complexity, 
formalisation, professionalism and vertical differentiation; see Damanpour, 1991). Rather, the 
impact of structural determinants on an organisation’s innovativeness is contingent upon the 
attributes of the innovation itself (Greenhalgh et al., 2004). I also suggest that organisational 
attributes are differentiated from specific capabilities such as absorptive capacity. This is because 
the way organisations use knowledge to identify and correct errors may well be determined by 
specific organisational capabilities such as absorptive capacity, but is not contingent upon generic 
organisational characteristics. One such capability may, for example, relate to whether the 
organisation is able to incorporate Organisational O-II learning systems (discussed in the next 
section on knowledge interpretation). Critically, the knowledge production process itself may be 
both a function and an antecedent of absorptive capacity. The characteristics of the knowledge 
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production process therefore potentially impact the capacity of the organisation to embrace high 
quality research evidence in the development and implementation of policy and practice. 
2.3.3 Knowledge interpretation 
Research use 
To date, studies of police use of research have focused on the instrumental use of research by police 
to inform decision-making, policy and practice. This approach focuses on the explicit, observable 
ways in which hard evidence from RCTs has influenced (or not influenced) police policy and 
practice. In this view, OL can potentially be measured in terms of hard knowledge inputs (data and 
information, research products) or outcomes (outcomes and impacts). In fact, however, only in the 
past decade have police organisations become accustomed to turning to the scientific evidence base 
for guidance rather than referring to engrained ‘tacit’ knowledge based on subjective experience 
(Weisburd & Neyroud, 2011). Through the exponential increase in the implementation of RCTs, 
police organisations are increasingly engaging in evidence based, purposive problem-solving to 
address ‘error’. Sherman (2013), however, debunks the instrumentalist perspective on how evidence 
informs policy and practice and argues that there is no  
direct pathway between demands for specific improvements in policing ... and research 
on how this demand can be met. To the contrary: demands for immediate solutions send 
governments and police in a frantic search for research that has already been done. If 
none exists, that merely provides evidence that policing lacks an evidence base 
(Sherman, 2013, p 14). 
 In policing, Sherman (2013) suggests, the “way research can affect policy is to anticipate the 
chronically recurring issues, and have research evidence ready for the next ‘critical event’” 
(Sherman 2013, p. 15). In this way, relevant research needs to enter the organisational knowledge 
base (memory) where it is available to be used in future organisational action–outcome decisions. In 
line with this, Tsang (1997, p. 77) suggests, it is very difficult to establish a causal relationship 
between specific knowledge, specific learning, and specific decision-making and change. In fact, 
the instrumental use of research is rare. It is unusual for a specific piece of research to directly 
impact organisational policy, practice, and problem solving decisions (Nutley et al., 2007). 
In fact, research use is more likely to be conceptual use, process use or strategic use than 
instrumental use (Nutley et al., 2007). Conceptual research use is much more widespread than 
instrumental research use in practice. First, in the case of conceptual research use, the research 
exerts an indirect influence on the knowledge and attitudes of practitioners and decision-makers 
(Nutley et al., 2007). It may also support the development of a knowledge base. Second, research 
processes themselves, as distinct from research results and findings, have the potential to impact 
policy and practice decisions. In the process use of research, the emphasis is on the design and 
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conduct of research processes. The act of engaging in the research project may change cognition or 
behaviour of those directly involved, as well as those of other practitioners and policy makers. The 
impact may also extend beyond the project more widely into the organisation (Patton, 1997). An 
understanding of research process activities is therefore critical to understanding the process use of 
research. Third, research may be used strategically by policy makers or practitioners to support 
predetermined points of view. It may also be used to persuade detractors or undermine opposition 
(Nutley et al., 2007). Organisational leaders may also seek information to support organisational 
decisions made on an unrelated basis. For example, Weiss (1980, p. 388) argues that research 
information if often used “to convince other people of the credibility and legitimacy of one's 
position.” My thesis focuses on process and conceptual research use – the processes of the 
implementation of an RCT and their relationship to OL. One of the most enduring process theories 
of OL, including the key constructs of productive and defensive reasoning, is provided by Argyris 
and Schőn (e.g. 1978) and is discussed below. 
Productive and defensive reasoning 
Argyris and Schőn (1989) have distinguished between two idealised typologies or ‘models’ of 
organisations. These models are differentiated fundamentally by their capacity to generate OL 
based on Model I theory-in-use (incorporated as an Organisational O-I learning system) and those 
where Model II theories-in-action have become Model II theories-in-use (incorporated as 
Organisational O-II learning systems) (Argyris, 2004; Argyris and Schőn, 1996). All organisations 
incorporate Model I theories-in-use and this is essential for their continued existence. 
Organisational O-I learning systems allow for adaptive learning and support ongoing routine 
organisational activity (Argyris and Schőn, 1996). The Model I theory-in-use (driver of action) 
generates defensive reasoning (Argyris, 2004). In contrast, the Model II theory-in-use emphasises 
enquiry and testing and leads to productive reasoning. However, Model I and Model II theories-in-
Use are not opposites (see Table 1). Model II theory-in-use may complement Model I theory-in-use.  
Table 1: Governing variables in Model I and Model II theories-in-use (Argyris, 2004, p.8-6)
10
 
Model I Theory-in-Use Model II Theory-in-Use  
Be in unilateral control over others Produce valid information 
Strive to win and minimise losing Informed choice 
Supress negative feelings Vigilant monitoring of the effectiveness of the implemented actions 
Act rationally Emphasis on enquiry and testing 
      Leads to defensive reasoning        Leads to productive reasoning 
  
                                                 
10
 I have summarised and converted the text into table format for ease of reference. 
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Productive reasoning may be sustained by the continued use of Model II theories-in-use by agents 
alongside “organisational norms that encourage good dialectic and effective communication” 
(Argyris, 2004, p. 12). In this theory, organisational governing variables or theories-in-use are the 
individual agents’ values, beliefs and action strategies (Argyris, 2004). They are not the espoused 
beliefs and values, but “the variables that can be inferred, by observing the actions of individuals 
acting as agents for the organisation, to drive and guide their actions” (Argyris, 2004, p. 9). 
Organisational O-II learning systems allow agents of the organisation to identify the conditions 
under which O-II theories-in-use are preferable to Model I theories-in-use. It allows organisations to 
engage in productive reasoning. In this way organisational agents are able to reflect on the 
underlying assumptions of the organisation (Argyris, 1994). Organisational O-II learning systems 
have the capacity for significant generative learning or reinvention. The challenge in OL is to 
incorporate O-II theories-in-use into Organisational O-I learning systems such that the identified 
goals and the means to reach these goals are not based on defensive routines and defensive 
reasoning (Model I theories-in-use) (Argyris and Schőn, 1996). 
“Defensive routines” are organisational policies, routines and practices that protect the 
organisation from “embarrassment or threat” in such a way as to inhibit organisations from 
recognising the actual sources of embarrassment or threat (Argyris and Schőn, 1989, p. 621). 
Defensive routines support the adaptive response while undermining the potential for 
transformative generative learning. Defensive routines lead to “defensive reasoning” (Argyris, 
2004, p. 212) that may characterise any of the elements of organisations’ agents and activities. 
Defensive reasoning is based on Model I theories-in-use and can apply to the whole organisation or 
to individual, group, intergroup and leadership elements. It also finds its way into the decision-
making in any of the myriad organisational activities and practices (Argyris, 2004). Defensive 
reasoning obstructs productive reasoning and innovation, and rebuffs challenges to the existing 
routines and status quo. Defensive reasoning is both “omnipresent and powerful” and “dangerous to 
organisational performance and effectiveness” (Argyris, 2004, p. 212). It inhibits double-loop 
learning while supporting the adaptive single-loop response. 
Some researchers may have reservations about the view that governing variables need to be 
made explicit and questioned in order to generate productive reasoning. For example, Hannan and 
Freeman (1984, p. 154) have argued that because directly challenging norms and culture is likely to 
be met with resistance, changing behaviour is the starting point for changing beliefs, attitudes and 
values of organisational members: “You don’t change culture by trying to change culture” (Burke, 
2002, p. 13). Arguably, however, organisational norms and culture (attitudes, values) are the 
espoused theories-in-use that support the organisational defensive routines. Changing behaviour 
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without changing underlying values, beliefs and action strategies will enact organisational defensive 
routines, prevent double-loop OL, and lead to an adaptive single-loop response to bring the 
organisation back to stasis. 
2.3.4 Organisational memory and change 
Single-loop and double-loop OL 
The foundational theory of single (adaptive) and double-loop (generative) learning (Argyris and 
Schőn, 1996) sits squarely in the process dimension discussed in Section 2.2.1. Both single- and 
double-loop learning are required by all organisations (Argyris, 1994, p. 9), but adaptive learning is 
most pervasive (Nutley et al., 2007, p. 163). Negative feedback loops are built into self-regulating 
systems (organisations) to provide stability and allow the systems to generate and recognise 
negative feedback (errors) and trigger a corrective response. For Argyris and Schőn (1996), this 
process may be characterised as either single- or double-loop learning. In the case of organisations, 
error is defined as a mismatch between intended and obtained organisational outcomes – the 
identification and articulation of which may open the organisation to embarrassment or threat 
(Argyris, 2004). The adaptive response is generally favoured by organisations because “one of the 
features of organisations as a social technology is to decompose double-loop issues into single-loop 
issues” (Argyris, 1994, p. 9). The adaptive single-loop response is easier for organisations. It also 
may be a sufficient response to resolve the perceived mismatch between intentions and outcomes in 
the short term. 
Single-loop OL: Single-loop learning is like the thermostat that detects if the room it is too hot or 
cold and adjusts the heat back to a programmed setting. This adjustment will be repeated so long as 
the feedback loop suggests that it is performing correctly and returning the room to the correct 
temperature (Argyris, 1994, p. 8). Adaptive learning is based on a ‘what works’ trial and error 
learning where results that are considered to be effective are repeated and those considered 
ineffective are discontinued (Argyris, 2004; Cyert and March, 1963). Single-loop organisational 
learning occurs when action is taken to correct error “without questioning or altering the underlying 
values of the system (be it individual, group, intergroup, organisational or inter-organisational) … 
[and] …the error detected and corrected permits the organisation to carry on its current policies or 
achieve its current objectives” (Argyris, 1994, p. 8). From this it should be clear that single-loop 
learning should not be confused with incremental learning. Neither should double-loop learning be 
confused with radical learning (Argyris, 2004).  
Double-loop OL: In double-loop learning, the thermostat ‘questions’ the setting itself: for example, 
why it is programmed to a specific temperature, why it measures temperature at all, and why the 
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temperature should be constant (Argyris, 2004). When the organisation’s measures of success, and 
means to achieve success, are questioned, adaptive single-loop learning becomes insufficient to 
correct error (Nutley, Walter, and Davies, 2007). When this occurs, double-loop generative learning 
is required for the organisation to continue to meet its goals, and involves “forging new paths” 
(Nutley et al., 2007, p. 163). Double-loop organisational learning is a process whereby “error is 
detected and corrected” in ways that involve the modification of an organisation’s “underlying 
norms, policies and objectives” (Argyris, 1994, p. 8). As discussed above, double-loop learning is 
undermined in organisations by the separation of ‘espoused theories’ and ‘theories-in-use’. That is a 
misalignment between what people say they do and what they actually do. This separation is 
supported by organisational defensive routines. The role of double-loop learning is to bridge the 
divide between theories-in-use and espoused theories and allow for productive reasoning (Argyris, 
1994, p. 8).  
Lipshitz, Friedman and Popper (2007, p. 12) argue that whereas double-loop learning is 
frequently “used loosely to refer to almost any type of far-reaching organisational change” it is, in 
fact a “particular and rare type of learning within the context of a specific theoretical framework” 
(Lipshitz et al., 2007, p 12).  Certainly, double-loop OL is often considered deep learning associated 
with “radical change”, usually in response to a difficult problem (Nutley et al., 2007, p. 164). 
However, Argyris (1994) and Argyris and Schőn (1978) explain that double-loop learning requires 
more than behaviour change in response to modifications to ‘espoused’ theories-in-use, that is, what 
people say drives their actions. Double-loop learning is not a “recipe for ‘feel good’, ‘politically 
correct’ action” (Argyris, 2004, p. 11). Rather, double-loop learning requires first rigorously 
examining and then altering the governing variables before modifications to the actions. While 
Argyris’ (1994) conceptualisation of double-loop learning clearly requires cognitive change, it also 
requires actual behaviour change. Other theorists have different cut-off points for determining 
whether learning can be considered generative OL. These will be discussed below. 
Organisational memory 
The OL literature extensively highlights the differences between the cognitive and behaviourist 
perspectives (see Shipton, 2006, p. 244). Nonetheless, most definitions of organisational learning 
involve both cognitive and behavioural changes (Tsang, 1997, p. 75). At an organisational level, the 
impetus for learning, that is, “knowledge acquisition” (e.g. Argote, 1999) must be differentiated 
from the learning itself, that is, organisational action (e.g. Argyris and Schőn, 1978). In light of this, 
most definitions also engage the idea that OL involves the development of knowledge about the 
association between actions and their effects or outcomes.  These different definitions are discussed 
below. 
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OL defined as potential change: Some definitions of OL require changes in cognition alone. For 
example, Shrivastava (1983) suggests that cognitive change of individuals (individual knowledge, 
understanding, insights) in the organisation is sufficient for OL. Others argue that OL requires 
change in cognition and potential organisational behaviour. In this view, lessons learnt or 
information has the potential to impact future organisational behaviour and constitutes the 
organisational memory (Huber, 1991). Huber argues that OL has occurred if “through its processing 
of information, the range of its potential behaviors changed” (Huber, 1991, p. 89). The 
organisational memory is the cumulative information and knowledge that the organisation has 
acquired and retained (Huber, 1991). The organisational memory is a dynamic resource that 
comprises human (soft) and technical (hard) repositories of data and information (Huber, 1991). 
Organisational memory may comprise tacit knowledge (individual) or explicit knowledge 
(organisational) (Argote and Miron-Spektor, 2011). Knowledge gained through experiential 
learning accumulates as a result of positive and negative reinforcement of prior decisions (Levitt 
and March, 1988). Similarly, Argyris and Schőn (1996, p. 16) suggest that in order to become 
organisational, learning must be “embedded” in the people or in the artefacts of the organisation. 
 Organisational memory is not a ‘nice to have’. Rather, Huber (1991) suggests it is essential 
for OL. He states that to demonstrate learning, “that which has been learned must be stored in 
memory and then brought forth from memory” (Huber, 1991, p. 106). Further, Huber argues that 
information acquisition, information distribution and information interpretation are all impacted by 
and dependent on the organisational memory: “Thus the basic processes that contribute to the 
occurrence, breadth, and depth of organisational learning depend on organisational memory” 
(Huber, 1991, p. 107). 
OL defined as actual change: Others argue that OL requires actual organisational behaviour 
change along with cognitive change such that lessons learnt impact actual organisational behaviour 
(Argyris and Schőn, 1978; Fiol and Lyles, 1985). As Argyris (1994) suggests, OL requires 
implementable solutions, not just good ideas. To consider knowledge (from research) to be valid for 
OL it should have internal, external and “implementable validity” (Argyris, 2004, p. 17): 
Learning may not be said to occur if someone (acting for the organisation) discovers a 
new problem or invents a solution to the problem. Learning occurs when the invented 
solution is actually produced. This distinction is important because it implies that 
discovering problems and inventing solutions are necessary, but not sufficient 
conditions, for organisational learning (Argyris, 1994, p. 8).  
  
Others, such as Burke (2002), suggest that behaviour change alone may lead to OL in the 
absence of a priori cognitive change. Behaviour change works backwards into the system to shift 
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cognition and potential organisational behaviour over time. Argyris (2004, p. 199) suggests, 
however, that without underlying changes to organisational governing values, organisational 
behaviour changes may be nothing more than short-run “managerial gimmicks and fads”. An 
integrated perspective of change assumes that “forced learning” or “imitation” occurs when there is 
no associated underlying cognitive shift or understanding of the reasons for changes to rules and 
practices (see Tsang, 1997, p. 77).  These shifts are tacit and, as such, observable organisational 
behaviour change or adaptation cannot constitute a reliable measure of OL. Linked to the issue of 
defining OL is the issue of measuring OL. 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, it is much easier to measure single-loop learning than double-loop 
learning (Shipton, 2006, p. 243). In order to measure OL, what is being measured needs to be 
clearly defined. Whereas some theorists argue that OL necessarily produces action that enhances 
performance (e.g., Fiol and Lyles, 1985), others argue that OL does not necessarily lead to better 
performance and may involve “inaccurate learning” (Huber, 1991). OL may also comprise 
“superstitious learning” (Levitt and March, 1988) where the apparent outcomes of actions are in 
fact not related to the actions. If so, it may also be important to assess “inaccurate learning” (Huber, 
1991) and “superstitious learning” (Levitt and March, 1988, p. 325),  a competency trap that results 
from decision-makers ascribing outcomes as successful and attributing outcomes to actions where 
no connection exists between them.  
Further, OL is “sometimes associated with innovation and change”, but, as Sugarman 
suggests, OL may also lead to the “formation of a strong culture that preserves and sanctifies one 
set of learnings, restricting any further innovation” (Sugarman, 2012, p. 93). Some of the most 
fundamental organisational change may therefore involve a process of ‘unlearning’ of ‘forgetting’ 
(Hedberg, 1981; Tsang, 1997). This is because much of what organisations do is based on 
embedded routines and customs which may block the capacity for renewal (Nutley et al., 2007). 
Unlearning or ‘unfreezing’ (Lewin, 1951) may be required before new learning can take place 
(Huber, 1991). Where this is the case, the process of unlearning itself needs to be factored into the 
overall OL process, and determining unlearning or ‘entrenched’ learning is important to 
understanding the OL process. 
An integrated perspective of change: My thesis aligns with the perspective that OL involves 
potential as well as actual observable behavioural change. The OL process involves the 
development of an organisational knowledge base over time (Huber, 1991). Moreover, 
“organisations may not necessarily make changes in behavioral terms as they acquire new 
knowledge; they may instead acquire the flexibility necessary to make adjustments as the 
(perceived) need arises” (Shipton, 2006, p. 244). This is important because the “‘knowledge base 
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necessary to question existing routines and protocols may require a different type of learning from 
that necessary to implement these activities” (Shipton, 2006, p. 244). OL is thus conceived of as a 
process that happens over time and should not be conceptualised as a discrete event (Huber, 1991). 
Organisations do not have ‘Eureka!’ moments. 
 Shipton’s (2006) concept of ‘flexibility’ relates to the Huber’s (1991) distinction between 
OL aligned with a specific adaptation and OL associated with enhancing organisational 
adaptability. The need for organisations to adapt rapidly in a rapidly changing or competitive 
environment is associated with the concept of “experimenting organisations” that strive for 
adaptability and not just short term adaptation to a specific context (Huber, 1991; Starbuck, 1984). 
As  Huber (1991, p. 93) suggests, organisational experiments are "generally directed toward 
enhancing adaptation, while maintaining organisational experiments is generally directed toward 
enhancing adaptability”. This concept of organisational adaptability is consistent with the concept 
of learning to learn through collaborative inquiry and reflection or deutero learning (Argyris and 
Schőn, 1978).  
My literature review allowed me to tap into varying perspectives of OL to identify and 
explore the relevance of key OL constructs in a “real world” setting. First, the constructs guided my 
exploratory research into OL from an RCT undertaken by the West Midlands Police, United 
Kingdom, and framed my hypotheses. The Operation Turning Point case study provided a micro 
analysis of the behavioural aspects of RCTs in police organisations, which allowed me to test the 
face validity and content validity of the OL constructs in a real-world setting. I have used the case 
study findings to guide the development of an analytical framework (the OL Framework) to 
synthesise the theoretical constructs, and used the OL Framework to direct the development of my 
hypotheses and address my thesis research questions. The Framework is provided in Figure 1 in 
Chapter One. My two research questions and ten hypotheses are presented below. 
RQ1: How do the attributes of an RCT impact OL in a police organisation?  
Hypothesis 1: The external context influences the OL process (‘External context’/ ‘When’). 
Officers who see the external context as challenging (recognise error) at the time the RCT is 
implemented are more likely to believe that an RCT that tests an alternative approach is useful than 
those officers who do not recognise a challenging external context.  
Hypothesis 2: The relative advantage and perceived effectiveness of the specific policing 
intervention influences the OL process (‘What’). Officers who see the relative advantage of an 
RCT innovation will have a more positive orientation to experimentation in policing in general than 
officers who do not see the relative advantage of an innovation.   
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Hypothesis 3: The relative advantage of testing the intervention through an RCT influences the 
OL process (‘What’). Officers involved in an RCT who think the RCT is a good use of resources 
and supportive of change (successful) are less likely to enact defensive routines than those who 
think it was a waste of resources and ‘unsuccessful’. 
Hypothesis 4:  The simplicity of the innovation to understand, implement and use (lower 
complexity) influences the OL process (‘How’). Officers who think the innovation the RCT is 
testing is easy to understand, implement, and use are more likely to believe that lessons learnt 
during the implementation of the RCT are systematically shared and communicated than officers 
who think implementation was problematic. 
Hypothesis 5: The internal organisational context may incorporate a Model II theory-in-use and 
this influences the OL process (‘Where’). Officers who think the orientation of the organisation 
before the RCT reflects a Model II theory-in-use are more likely to view the organisation as being 
supportive of experiential learning opportunities and activities associated with research in general 
than officers who think the organisation  reflects a Model I system. 
 
RQ2: How do the knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation processes interact 
through an OL process to generate change? 
Hypothesis 6: Experiential learning is positively correlated with productive reasoning. Officers 
who believe that the organisation is supportive of experiential learning, research and knowledge 
exchange are more likely to identify leadership as supportive of productive reasoning than those 
officers who do not view the organisation as supportive of experiential learning.  
Hypothesis 7: Absorptive capacity (officer) is positively correlated with productive reasoning and 
negatively correlated with defensive reasoning. Officers who see the value of RCTs to their own 
personal and professional satisfaction will be more likely to believe that their leadership uses RCT 
research conceptually to inform policy and practice than those officers who do not see the value of 
RCTs. 
Hypothesis 8: Absorptive capacity (organisational) is positively correlated with double-loop OL, 
organisational memory and change. Officers who believe that the organisation’s overall 
orientation to experimentation after the RCT reflects Model II governing values are more likely to 
agree that lessons learnt during the implementation of the RCT impact the organisational memory 
than those who disagree that the organisation’s overall orientation to experimentation reflects 
Model II governing values after the RCT. 
Hypothesis 9: Productive reasoning is positively correlated with double-loop OL and change. 
Officers who believe that leadership exhibits qualities supportive of productive reasoning after the 
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RCT are more likely to believe that learning from the RCT will lead to a change in officer and /or 
organisational behaviour. 
Hypothesis 10: Defensive reasoning is negatively correlated with organisational memory and 
change. Officers who believe that officers involved in the RCT engaged in defensive reasoning are 
less likely to believe that learning from an RCT changed behaviour than those officers who did not 
think officers engaged in defensive reasoning. 
The constructs identified in the OL Framework (Figure 1) and hypotheses underpinned my 
identification and development of measures incorporated in the POL-RCT Survey, which was pilot 
tested with officers who had been involved in an RCT in Queensland, Australia. I was then able to 
test my hypotheses and the posited relationship between the constructs through the analysis of the 
pilot POL-RCT Survey data. The methodology and findings of the Operation Turning Point study 
are discussed in Chapters Three and Four respectively. I then discuss the development and pilot 
testing of the POL-RCT Survey in Chapter Five and the analysis of the Survey results in Chapter 
Six before discussing my overall findings and drawing some conclusions in Chapter Seven. 
2.4 Conclusion 
OL theory suggests that organisational change is an OL process and not a discrete outcome. 
Through the theoretical lens of OL, my thesis has explored how a focus on OL processes associated 
with the implementation of RCTs – the cornerstone of evidence based policing – may be one way to 
address the ongoing disjuncture between a steadily growing evidence base and practice in policing. 
To date, studies of research translation of science to practice have very largely focused on the 
results of policing RCTs (Lum, 2009; Tseng, 2010; Sherman, 2013). In my thesis I have, instead, 
explored how the process of new knowledge production from the implementation of an RCT may 
influence OL, innovation and change in police organisations. In this chapter, I have provided an 
overview of key OL theoretical perspectives and their associated constructs. I described how the 
theory and practice, product and process perspectives are understood and how the perspectives will 
inform my research. I also explored the relevance of, and differences between, the problem solving 
(efficiency) and social process schools of OL. I explored in detail eight key OL constructs that 
emerged from my reading of the OL literature (the external context, attributes of an innovation, 
experiential learning, absorptive capacity, research use, productive and defensive reasoning, single- 
and double-loop learning, and organisational memory) and how these constructs cut across the 
different perspectives.  
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Chapter Three. Methods 1: The Operation Turning Point case study 
3.1 Introduction 
In Chapter Two, I identified organisations as the central protagonists and decision-making systems 
in OL, not individual members and subsystems (Simon, 1991). Organisational knowing and 
learning are not the same as individual knowing and learning. Organisations are, nonetheless, made 
up of human learners. These individual members are the agents who act on behalf of the 
organisation: Organisations “do not perform the actions that produce learning”, individual agents 
“produce the behaviour that leads to learning” (Argyris, 1994, p. 8). In light of this, my case study 
of Operation Turning Point is reliant on the individual reflection of agents acting on behalf of the 
organisation; that is, those eighteen organisational members who participated as respondents in the 
in-depth interviews and provided the data for my case study. 
The Operation Turning Point RCT was implemented from 2011–2014, in the West Midlands 
Police area of Birmingham, United Kingdom. Operation Turning Point was implemented across the 
whole of Birmingham – the major metropolitan centre policed by the West Midlands Police – and 
tested a deferred prosecution with conditions (treatment) compared to prosecuting low harm 
offenders (control) (Neyroud and Slothower, 2013). Sherman, Neyroud and Pease (2012) refer to 
the approach taken in Operation Turning Point as offender-desistance policing, whereby the police 
play a lead role in diverting offenders alongside a package of individualised targeted interventions 
aimed at the prevention of reoffending. The RCT design sought to maintain as high a level of 
general validity as possible by using existing organisational units and structures to deliver the 
treatment. 
In this chapter, I provide a description of the case study method I used to undertake and 
analyse my qualitative in-depth interviews with police who implemented Operation Turning Point 
in the West Midlands Police. Through the interviews, my case study explored the experience of 
officers to examine, first, their perceptions of how the attributes of the Operation Turning Point 
RCT may have impacted OL, and second, how the knowledge acquisition, dissemination and 
interpretation processes may have interacted through the implementation of the RCT to generate 
organisational memory and change the range of potential organisational behaviour. The views of 
these individual organisational members are a key to understanding what might be going on inside 
the ‘black box’ of OL at an organisational level, where OL is conceived of as an adaptation and 
change process of contextualised knowledge activity (Cook and Yanow, 1996).  
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3.2 Data collection 
The case study method is appropriate for my exploratory examination of OL in a police 
organisational setting. As Berg (2007, p. 296) suggests, “the case method is an extremely useful 
technique for researching relationships, behaviours, attitudes, motivations, and stressors in 
organisational settings.” Further, the case study method lends itself to my area of study because I 
am interested in exploring why and how RCTs may influence OL in a police organisation. As 
suggested by Yin (1994, p. 9), the case study method is appropriate to research studies when “a 
‘How’ or ‘Why’ question is being asked about a contemporary set of events over which the 
investigator has little of no control.”  
My Operation Turning Point case study involved a series of in-depth interviews in the police 
field setting and an analysis of the transcripts of these in-depth interviews. The case study method 
provided me with a rich source of qualitative data to support the development and analysis of the 
pilot POL-RCT Survey (See Chapters Five and Six). Specifically, the case study allowed me to 
make analytic generalisations, that is, generalisations back to the theory about the role of RCTs in 
OL and to explore the relevance of the constructs that emerged from my literature review. This 
approach requires that “previously developed theory is used as a template with which to compare 
the empirical results of the case study” (Yin 1994 p. 31). As Yin (1994, p. 10) suggests,  
case studies, like experiments, are generalizable to theoretical propositions and not to 
populations or universes. In this sense the case study, like the experiment, does not 
represent a ‘sample’, and the investigator’s goal is to expand and generalize theories 
(analytic generalization) and not to enumerate frequencies (statistical generalization).  
  
Contrary to a common misconception, case studies are not necessarily analogous with 
qualitative research.  Neither are case studies tied to any specific method of data collection such as 
“ethnography or participant observation” (Yin, 1994, p. 14). Yin (1994, p. 13) suggests, however, 
that case studies should comprise a “comprehensive research strategy”. While my case study drew 
on in-depth interviews alone
11
, I interviewed eighteen different officers (sources) involved in 
Operation Turning Point, and by using multiple sources of data was able to minimise bias 
associated with studies involving one method of data collection. While relying solely on in-depth 
interviews as a source of data is a limitation, the quality of the in-depth interviews was enhanced 
further by a built-in process of seeking “rival explanations” (Patton, 2002, p. 276) from participants 
as the interviews progressed. This involved probing participants to explain their assertions – 
particularly in relation to positions that were commonly cited in their responses. I also undertook 
                                                 
11
 This contrasts with methodological triangulation where multiple methods or types of data sources are used. 
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the transcription of the first three interviews myself directly following the interviews, which 
allowed me to identify key issues and engage in a process of rival explanation building. In this way, 
I was able to capture the officers’ understanding of the meaning of the OL constructs identified in 
Chapter Two within the context of their experience of implementing the Operation Turning Point 
RCT. 
3.2.1 The case 
The case of Operation Turning Point was selected, firstly, for opportunistic reasons. When 
Operation Turning Point was still being implemented (about one-third complete), I was invited by 
the University of Cambridge team supporting the implementation to undertake some in-depth 
interviews on their behalf. I was able to use the opportunity to explore my early ideas around the 
role of RCTs in OL. Secondly, as a policy experiment, Operation Turning Point comprises an 
“applied field experiment that addresses … immediate practical policy questions” (Hagan, 2006, p. 
338). This made it particularly relevant to my study of OL and its processes in a police organisation. 
One of the main risks of the case study method, however, is that the case chosen for analysis 
may be “atypical” (Hagan, 2006, p. 242). While Operation Turning Point is a classical experimental 
field trial evaluation of a policing intervention where the experimenter controls the independent 
variable and Operation Turning Point appears to be typical in design, it differed from many other 
RCTs in terms of its implementation process.  For example, in contrast to most RCTs in policing to 
date, police officers – custody staff and offender managers – were trained in the basics of evidence 
based policing, experimentation and the specific methodology of the RCT as well as the practical 
requirements of implementing the intervention. Further, the staged implementation allowed the 
officers to experience implementation processes prior to the RCT being ‘switched on’. It also, 
importantly, allowed them to provide feedback and engage in dialogue around their experience of 
implementation through regular debriefings with the University partner (Neyroud and Slothower, 
2013). 
Moreover, the West Midlands Police may, in fact, not be considered a typical, representative 
police organisation: West Midlands Police had previously implemented two other RCTs, and was in 
the process of preparing to implement others. Its willingness to be a “‘research field station’ was 
already established” (Neyroud and Slothower, 2013, p. 26). As discussed in Chapter Four, many of 
my respondents indicated that they thought that West Midlands Police was in vigorous pursuit of 
mainstreamed evidence based policing practice and had demonstrated its capacity to be a leading 
innovator in policing both nationally, and internationally. This made it a particularly interesting 
field of focus, but almost certainly not a representative case. For my exploratory purposes, however, 
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neither the RCT nor the organisation needed to be ‘typical’ and the risk was accepted – both on the 
count of the RCT and the organisation being ‘atypical’.  Further, there was nothing to suggest that 
the officers who participated in the interviews were themselves atypical in terms of their operational 
background, although their attitudes about the organisation and working with outsiders may have 
been influenced by their participation in the RCT. 
3.2.2 The sample 
Operation Turning Point is a single-case embedded case study (Yin, 1979). In other words, 
there is only one overarching unit of analysis, the West Midlands Police (WMP). The RCT involved 
staff from all Birmingham local policing units (LPUs) and directly engaged 150 of the over 7000 
WMP police officers who make up the agency. As such, embedded within the WMP case are 
subunits of analysis, including the different ranks, units and individual officers involved in the 
implementation of the experiment. Yin (1979, p. 44) suggests that subunits need to be operationally 
defined up-front. This is because one risk of case study research is that as the study unfolds, the 
emphasis of the project may shift from the initially identified unit of analysis to the subunits, or one 
particular subunit. This can lead to a shift in the definition of the case itself. My subunits of analysis 
are identified up-front as the individual officers and their organisational units involved in the 
implementation of Operation Turning Point. For the purposes of my study, however, the officers are 
organisational agents speaking on behalf of the WMP
12
. 
The University of Cambridge provided me with a list of possible interviewees who had been 
involved in implementing the RCT. The sample comprised police practitioners who were involved 
in the design, project management and implementation of the experiment. Some interviewees had 
been involved in the implementation of more than one RCT and were able to reflect on their 
comparative experience. A University researcher worked with key police practitioners to finalise 
the list of interviewees and arrange the interview schedule based on convenience sampling. The 
involvement of a trusted ‘insider’ police practitioner was very helpful as he was able to facilitate my 
access to members of the senior command and busy staff. The sample comprised police officers 
involved in the RCT design (Inspectors and Sergeants), project management (Superintendents and 
Inspectors) and implementation of the experiment (Custody Sergeants and Offender Managers). 
Operational management comprised individuals close to the RCT, but not directly involved in 
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 The perspectives of different organisational units and ranks were compared and found to be highly consistent across 
both individual respondents and organisational units. The supporting quotations in Chapter Four relate to the key 
themes and proxy terms, which were reflected across all of the transcripts.  
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implementation. The strategic leadership were decision-makers closely aligned with the RCT
13
. The 
breakdown of interviewees was as follows: 
OU1: Custody Sergeant   N = 3 
 OU2: Offender Manager   N = 6 
 OU3: Referral and Support Service  N = 3 
 OU4: Strategic Leadership    N = 2 
OU5: Operational Management  N = 4 
 Total:      N = 18 
   
3.2.3 The interviews 
The University research team developed an eighteen question interview protocol to guide the in-
depth semi-structured interviews (see Appendix B). This protocol was constructed from an open 
coding undertaken by the Principal Investigator of key factors in the conduct and management of 63 
police based RCT’s identified by Braga, Papachristos, and Hureau (2014). The interviews aimed to 
explore elements of the RCT implementation process in the police organisation such as leadership, 
the role of University partners, and OL. I was invited to comment and add to the protocol and was 
given latitude, as the interviewer, to explore key themes relevant to my specific PhD research 
questions and constructs. Following the first three interviews, the Principal Investigator listened to 
the interview recordings. We then met to discuss the content and flow of the questions, and 
identified areas for possible deeper probing.   
The interviews with the police took place over two consecutive weeks at four different local 
area police stations as well as the police headquarters in the city center. On average, the interviews 
lasted 00:49 hours with the longest being 01:39 hours and the shortest 00:28 hours. On my visits to 
the stations, I was given a tour of the operations and introduced to the processes involved in 
processing offenders within the Custody Suites. I was also given a demonstration of the process of 
randomisation through the University of Cambridge digital randomiser which Custody Sergeants 
accessed on the computers in the Custody Suites.  
All participants agreed to my digitally voice recording the interview. Three of the transcripts 
were transcribed verbatim by me and the other fifteen recordings were transcribed verbatim by a 
                                                 
13
 Interview materials have been maintained as confidential and the data handled in accordance with academic ethical 
standards for personal data. For the purposes of this study, the interviews have been de-identified.  Because of the small 
number of interviewees in some of the groups identified in the sample, the quotations used in this Chapter do not 
specify the OU, only the respondent number. The West Midlands Police was still engaged in Operation Turning Point at 
the time the interviews were conducted and a number of respondents impressed upon me the need to ensure that the 
interviews be treated confidentially and protect the anonymity of respondents.  
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professional transcriber hired by the University of Cambridge research team. The transcription 
method was unfocused and aimed to capture all audible audio data and represent it as a typed 
document. As noted by Gibson and Brown (2009, p. 113), “unfocused transcription involves 
creating a record of ‘what happened’ within a given recording of speech or action. Typically, the 
entire data set will be transcribed in the unfocused approach as there is no specific analytic focus.” 
In reviewing the transcripts I used my own field notes taken during the interviews to assist with my 
recall and to interpret unclear speech records. Gibson and Brown (2009, p.118) suggest that it “may 
be necessary to add in or change some words, or to correct mistakes or confusions in the talk that 
may mislead the reader … some level of alteration is to be both expected and creatively embraced.” 
This was certainly the case with the transcripts of the RCT interviews. Where wording is 
substituted, deleted, altered or added-in this has been indicated by square brackets in the quotations 
that follow in Chapter Four. 
3.3 Data analysis 
Yin (1994, pp.103–104) suggests that there are two general strategies for case study data analysis. 
The first is one that relies on theoretical propositions, and the second is one that focuses on the 
development of a case description. My approach is clearly the former. As Yin (1994, p.104) 
suggests, “theoretical propositions about causal relations – answers to ‘How’ and ‘Why’ questions – 
can be very useful in guiding case study analysis in this manner.” I engaged in an analytic process 
of explanation building. This involves using case data to build an explanation, and iteratively testing 
the theoretical positions and revising them. The approach is akin to the process of “refining a set of 
ideas, in which an important aspect is … to entertain other plausible or rival explanations” (Yin, 
1994, p.111). I used an interpretive approach to qualitative analysis, rather than a literal or reflexive 
one. The interpretive approach involves the researcher interpreting the research participants' 
accounts by engaging with, and organising, the data so that it makes sense in light of themes 
(Mason, 1996,  p. 54). In contrast, literal methods focus on the exact use of language; reflexive 
methods involve interpretation of the way the researcher may contribute to the content and analysis 
of the data (Mason, 1996). 
  I used a combination of manual and computer-assisted methods to assist with my data 
analysis. For the computer-assisted component, I selected NVivo© as the software tool. The first 
step, however, involved a first-level hand coding. This included a full reading of the transcripts and 
an old-fashioned sense-making process using highlighter pens to identify segments of particular 
relevance to specific constructs in my model. During the second level coding, the main OL 
constructs were further hand coded to child nodes within the NVivo system. This involved breaking 
down the main constructs into subconstructs using the NVivo parent and child node tree (e.g., 
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‘experiential learning’ as a child node of the parent node ‘learning’). The third stage of the data 
analysis involved scoping the data within the NVivo nodes. Scoping filters out a subset of data 
captured at the nodes to produce query results such as word counts and matrices.  
First level coding 
Coding is used to identify patterns across the specific observations captured in-field. The codes may 
be emergent themes or they may be pre-identified constructs identified as key to the research 
questions. I employed a largely deductive approach involving focused coding, rather than an 
inductive grounded theory approach involving open coding. Instead of letting the ‘data speak for 
itself’ and for themes to emerge as the analysis progressed, I applied a clear theoretical framework 
to the data from the outset based on my literature review and the relevant OL constructs I wished to 
explore. Using a deductive approach does not entirely preclude the inclusion of inductive insights 
and emergent themes, but rather suggests that the approach has been bounded within an existing 
framework for the purposes of analysis. 
 My first level coding identified key themes linked to my research questions – as well as 
those that emerged independently from the first pass reading. After an initial import of the interview 
transcripts from MSWord into NVivo and a brief exploratory text search, word frequency, 
keywords in context (KWIC) (Fielding and Lee, 1998) and mapping analysis based on key themes 
within my research (using the terms ‘organisation’, ‘learning’, and ‘change’), it quickly became 
clear that the interview transcripts needed substantial cleaning. This was required in order to: 
1. Meet the requirements of de-identification of the respondents.  
2. Combine, in a separate coding node, key terms that effectively held the same meaning in the 
analytical context. For example, when the agency was named or reference was made to the 
‘the force’, these occurrences were substituted by the term ‘organisation’. This was done 
very carefully and string by string in order to avoid misinterpretation. 
3. Remove the narrative of the interviewer (me), including questions, discussion and probing. 
4. Substitute words, alter, or add-in to unclear text in the transcripts (as discussed above). 
In the first stage, I avoided auto coding in NVivo to prevent the potential pitfall of 
decontextualising the data (Marshall, 2002). Computer-assisted analysis also generates repetitive 
results after the point of coding saturation – which was reached quite rapidly in my first pass NVivo 
analysis. Beyond the parsing of the material into the major themes in my research, the value of the 
software dropped off exponentially as I progressed to subthemes. This was not a concern since, 
despite the temptation, increasing the number of nodes and codes does not equate to more data or 
better analysis (Marshall, 2002). Rather, in this stage, the software was used to facilitate 
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transparency of my interview transcript analysis and allowed me to organise my material and keep 
track of the steps I had undertaken to identify relevant material. 
Second level coding 
Without an entire overhaul of the language of the police interview records – or the language of the 
constructs derived within OL theory – the lexicon of each exists, effectively, in different worlds. 
Proxy terms were developed to match the language of the police officers involved in the RCT with 
the language of the OL constructs as identified in Table 2 below and analysed on the basis of their 
common meaning within context. 
Table 2: Core constructs in the Operation Turning Point study and examples of their proxies 
 Core construct Examples of proxy terms and concepts 
 Organisational change Change, shift, culture change, value change 
 Organisational memory Databases, past experience, changed approach, mindset 
 Knowledge acquisition Learning, testing, evaluating, researching, understanding 
 Knowledge dissemination Communication, meeting, report, interim results, results, sharing 
 Experiential learning Training, meeting, discussing, learning by doing, reflecting 
 Double-loop OL Changed thinking, changed mind, new approach, underlying values, culture 
 Implementability Implementation success, successful process, easy to understand 
 Absorptive capacity Adaptability, flexibility, experience, evidence base 
 Model II governing variables Productive reasoning, openness, truth seeking, experimentation, reflection 
 Experiment Operation Turning Point, TP, the trial, evidence, results 
 Organisation The West Midlands Police, the Force 
 
The main OL constructs yielded a rich source of data that was then further hand coded to child 
nodes within the NVivo system to uncover data relevant to the subconstructs in my OL model. My 
focused coding thus involved parsing the material coded to the categories ‘change’, ‘learning’ and 
‘organisation’ into tighter categories at child-nodes (e.g. ‘cultural change’ as a child node of 
‘change’). The steps taken were: 
1. Foundation Case Nodes: individual transcripts, N =18 
2. Data from Case Nodes Auto-Coded to Question Nodes (based on the Interview Guide) – 
using rich text format: N = 18 
3. Attributes of Organisational Unit (OU 1–3; strategic leadership and operational 
management) assigned.  
As suggested by Bazeley and Richards (2000,  p. 153), “[t]he use of attributes and case nodes in 
NVIVO allows questions to be asked of the data and extends their value beyond simply being tools 
for managing data, to being tools to assist in interrogating the data.” The NVivo query tools can 
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create matrices for within-case analysis and across-case analysis allowing for a deeper exploration 
and visualisation of relationships within the data. In my case, creating attributes allowed for a 
comparison of data from different units and functional elements of the organisation (OU 1–3; 
strategic leadership and operational management). 
Focused coding to child nodes 
 Both a case-oriented (based on interviewees) and variable-oriented (based on interview 
questions) strategy (Miles and Huberman, 1994) was used to look for themes across the nodes. For 
example, I explored whether there were any specific emergent patterns in the types of responses 
given by individual (cases) to particular questions. I also explored whether there were any patterns 
in the types of respondents (different OUs) who held particular points of view. I conducted a 
comparison of the responses across the members of different OUs. I found very little consistent 
pattern of difference at the individual or group level. 
 Axial coding (Strauss and Corbin, 1998) involved application of the identified OL 
constructs to the data and explored connections between constructs in light of the data. These 
connections were captured in child nodes that were used to narrow the examples of references to the 
variables across cases. I also passed back through the original case nodes for additional material that 
may not have been captured within the original parent nodes. Subthemes that emerged included 
‘public opinion’ and ‘austerity’. 
 
 
Figure 4: Operation Turning Point Case Study Interviews: NVivo word frequency query 
represented as a word cloud: Node – Learning (N=18). 
 
Scope data and query 
Scoping filters out a subset of data captured at the nodes. The NVivo query tools allows for specific 
computational analysis of the filtered results to produce query results such as word counts (e.g., 
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word clouds and maps) and matrices (charts) of the relationships between variables (node content). 
The visualisation of the data allows for another way to generate connections between themes and 
constructs. Two types of NVivo queries were used to scope the data: text search queries (word 
frequency) and matrix queries. An example of a word frequency query based on the node 
‘Learning’ is presented in Figure 4. 
3.4 Limitations and threats to validity 
Despite its strengths and advantages for exploring OL theory, the case study approach used here 
was not without its limitations. The Operation Turning Point case study was based on only one 
method: in-depth interviews. This placed limitations on its internal validity because it did not allow 
for triangulation to increase validity of data by allowing for a cross verification of different methods 
(Punch, 2000). However, because it was an exploratory case study it required less attention to 
internal validity than an explanatory case study would (Yin p. 33). This is, first, because it did not 
seek to posit a ‘causal’ type of relationship between the attributes and characteristics of the RCT 
process and the knowledge acquisition and dissemination processes. Second, it did not suggest that 
there is a ‘causal’ relationship between the knowledge processes and OL “whereby certain 
conditions are shown to lead to other conditions, as distinguished from spurious relationships” (Yin 
p. 33). Rather, the value of the exploratory case study in my case was in closely linking the analysis 
of the qualitative data to the theoretical constructs to facilitate the development of a model to guide 
the next phase of my research, the development of the pilot POL-RCT Survey. My field research is 
a method of social research concerned with “making generalizations and then using systematic field 
research techniques to support these generalizations” (Maxfield and Babbie, 2006, p. 218). For the 
purposes of my case study, my initial “generalisations” were derived from a synthesis of the 
literature on OL (Chapter Two). The case study research examined the generalised findings from 
interviews within a ‘natural’ context to deepen my understanding of the relationship between RCTs 
and OL.  
In Chapter Four, I report the findings of my exploratory study of the perceptions and 
experiences of the West Midlands Police officers involved in the implementation of the Operation 
Turning Point RCT. I discuss how police practitioners involved in implementing the RCT 
conceptualised the attributes of the RCT and the processes of knowledge acquisition, dissemination, 
interpretation and organisational change. This ties the case study to the research questions around 
the role of RCTs in knowledge processes and OL. 
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3.5 Conclusion 
The Operation Turning Point case study provided a micro analysis of the behavioural aspects of 
RCTs in police organisations and was designed to allow me to test the face validity and content 
validity of the OL constructs in a ‘real-world’ setting. In my case, the case study research 
methodology followed an inductive approach, which involves using the data from the case study to 
guide the development of an analytical framework (the OL Framework) to synthesise the theoretical 
constructs identified in Chapter Two. The pragmatic methodology also entailed a deductive 
approach to generating some new perspectives of OL related to the theoretical relevance of my OL 
constructs that I used to direct the development of my ten hypotheses. The findings are discussed in 
the Chapter Four.  
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Chapter Four. Findings from the Operation Turning Point case study 
4.1 Introduction 
The value of policing RCTs in OL may, on the one hand, lie in their ability to provide hard 
evidence or results of ‘what works’ in policing. On the other hand, RCTs may be powerful change 
processes that serve to generate OL in the absence of results. In this chapter, I explore the views of 
individual police officers from the West Midlands Police Force to illuminate what might be going 
on within the ‘black box’ of OL at an organisational level to explore these perspectives. 
Specifically, I discuss how police practitioners involved in implementing the Operation Turning 
Point RCT conceptualised the RCT attributes and processes of knowledge acquisition, 
dissemination, interpretation and organisational change.  
 In exploring these perspectives, I established, firstly, that specific characteristics of RCTs 
and their organisational context were important for OL in the case of Operation Turning Point. I 
explored the way experiential learning from an RCT was conceptualised by my respondents and 
how the new knowledge generated by this experiential learning was reflected in their perceptions of 
the knowledge interpretation processes. I gained insights into how police practitioners viewed both 
the attributes of the RCT and the OL processes as interacting to influence organisational change 
across three dimensions within the West Midlands Police: single-loop OL, double-loop OL and 
organisational memory. My analysis of results from the interviews provides a rich and deep view of 
the micro level picture of the ‘Why’ and ‘How’ of the relationships between the OL variables of 
interest in my thesis. My research questions, hypotheses and constructs tie this qualitative study to 
the other data collection and analysis phases in my research and draw the diverse elements of the 
thesis together.  
 While the process of OL is non-linear, the flow of this chapter aligns with the OL 
Framework I developed to explicate the OL process (see Figure 1). My study results section begins 
with examining the RCT as a knowledge input. It then explores the evidence in support of the OL 
processes of knowledge acquisition and dissemination, and knowledge interpretation and research 
use. It ends with an exploration of the role of the RCT in organisational change, followed by key 
insights to emerge from the analysis of the interviews and conclusions related to the findings. 
4.2 The constructs 
 The activity of OL involves knowledge acquisition, knowledge dissemination, knowledge 
interpretation, and organisational memory (Huber, 1991, p. 88). So how then might organisational 
RCTs engage these OL processes? To return to my research questions:  
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RQ1: How do the attributes of an RCT impact OL in a police organisation?  
RQ2: How do the knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation processes interact 
through an OL process to generate change? 
To explore these questions and the relevance of each of my constructs described in Chapter Two, I 
draw on the transcripts of the in-depth interviews. I first explore how respondents in the interviews 
thought the context and attributes of the RCT might influence the process and outcomes of the 
RCT. I then explore how the respondents thought the knowledge processes of acquisition, 
dissemination, interpretation and change influenced each other through the implementation of the 
RCT. These elements are discussed below. 
4.2.1 RCT context and attributes 
I first conceptualise an RCT as an input into an OL process – as a source of new knowledge. 
However, RCTs are not all the same: they embody specific characteristics. Nor do they take place in 
a vacuum. Organisations are influenced by factors in the external environment and, in turn, these 
factors are likely to impact the way RCTs can influence OL. On the one hand, police organisations 
may derive their goals, activities and structures from outside of rational/technical considerations in 
response to legitimating and powerful interests in their environmental contexts (Crank and 
Langworthy, 1992; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Maguire, 2003). These powerful constituents may, 
in turn, impact the reach of evidence in terms of influencing policing policy and practice decisions. 
On the other hand, organisational structure and function may be based on goal-driven, rational 
processes of decision-making (Huber, 1991; Zhao, 1996). What evidence emerged from the 
interviews to suggest that specific characteristics of the RCT – the influence of the ‘Who’, ‘When’, 
‘Where’, ‘Why’, ‘What’ and ‘How’ elements acted as key variables in determining the role the 
RCT may play in OL in the police organisation implementing the RCT? To explore this question, I 
discuss my findings related to the characteristics of the RCT in light of the qualitative data from the 
interviews. 
‘Who’ 
Initiator: Who initiates, funds, and implements the RCT may impact the RCT’s role in OL. In the 
interviews, I identified a lack of clear insight into who had been the key initiator of the RCT and 
whether it had been initiated by the University researchers or the police agency. In fact, who (which 
organisation) had initiated Operation Turning Point did not seem to be of much concern to most 
respondents. Where an initiator was mentioned, there was some reference to a close relationship 
between members of the police agency and the University researchers.  
52 
 
So [we had] a good relationship with the University … It’s hard to think back to the past 
two to three years. I think it would have been an open dialogue … ‘let’s see if we can 
make this happen in [the police organisation]’ (RS01). 
 
Funder: The RCT was largely funded by the University, but with significant in-kind resources 
being made available for its implementation from the police agency. The police commitment of 
resources was frequently discussed in terms of the extent to which it reflected a commitment (or 
lack thereof) of the police organisation’s management to the RCT. This is reflected in the statement 
of one respondent: 
[T]he force were … ‘this is a research project not a business change project … [it] is an 
experiment which [the] University can fund. We are not funding this. We are happy for 
you to use us as a petri dish but no more’ (RS18). 
 
This lack of formal funding support to the project, and its categorisation by some leadership as an 
externally motivated study as opposed to a change project for the police, reflects a disconnect 
between the perceptions of the implementing team and key internal stakeholders. Nonetheless, the 
police organisation had committed a significant level of human resources to the project, indicating 
that it was seen by others in the leadership to have some value to the police. 
Implementer: The implementers of the RCT were clearly the police, and the fact that the RCT was 
police-led was of much more concern to my respondents than who had initiated or funded it. 
However, there was general agreement that without the University research team having a 
significant role in driving the course of the project, adding resources, and keeping it on track, it 
would have languished and died. The University played the role of the “critical friend” (RS10) and 
kept the focus on the experimental process and end results: 
[Without the University being involved] I think it would have been a classical police 
experiment, where we do it and then forget about it. Because we don’t really know if it 
worked or not … It is just endemic in our organisation, where we will give something a 
go, we will do it a bit half-heartedly and then we will just carry on and we will waste 
money and waste resources while doing it … [if] it hadn’t got the University pushing 
behind it I don’t think we have got where we are now, it would have crashed and burned 
a long time ago (RS09). 
 
Some argued, however, that the organisation leaders could have done more to improve the profile of 
the RCT amongst the rank and file to generate more support for the innovation: 
[W]e haven’t advertised [the experiment] that well outside of the [experimental area] 
(RS03). 
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I think [there could have been] possibly more promotion of [the experiment] … There 
was some briefings put onto our intranet site. But … you are not actually going to know 
it is there (RS05). 
Both the involvement of the university and the commitment of police leadership were 
considered important. Apart from managing communication between the University and 
the police organisation, the University research team facilitated both a formal and 
informal channel of communication between different levels of the police organisation 
itself and also between implementing organisational units. Nonetheless, the RCT was 
seen as being police-led and this was considered important by the respondents. 
 
‘What’ 
RCTs are trials of innovations in policing that have the potential to influence the associated OL 
processes along additional dimensions such as ‘What’ the RCT is testing. For example, the 
innovation typology may relate to a narrow tactic, a program, a broad strategy, or an existing or new 
practice (e.g., Damanpour, 1991; Sugarman, 2012). Moreover, characteristics of innovations also 
potentially impact the adoption of innovations, including relative advantage, compatibility, lower 
complexity, trialability, and observability (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003).  
Typology: In the case of the RCT, the typology could be characterised as a broad strategic shift 
within the organisation involving a completely new approach.  
[The experiment involves] radical change in so much, to many police officers 
particularly older, more experienced police officers the measure of success is [business-
as-usual approach]. Sometimes it is difficult for them to see beyond that … So when 
you say we aren’t going to [do the business-as-usual approach], we are going to do this 
instead they see that as a radical change, and a lot of people would see that as a radical 
change (RS15). 
 
However, the RCT was purposively built onto a pre-existing and aligned strategic direction (goal), 
on the one hand, and used the existing organisational scaffolding (structure) on the other. This 
played to the organisational strengths and rooted practices, rather than creating new units and 
processes and supplanting existing ones. Nonetheless, the shift was considered profound and 
challenging to some members of the organisation. One respondent noted: 
[In one example of a case of experimental assignment] that got a number of sharp 
intakes of breath from a number of the team … an alternate to [business-as-usual] 
seemed a bit at odds with the group’s mentality of what they expected [as an outcome] 
(RS04). 
 
Characteristics: The characteristics of the innovation being tested in the RCT also largely met the 
key characteristics associated with the successful adoption of innovations (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; 
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Rogers, 2003), including relative advantage, compatibility, trialability, and, observability. I discuss 
each of these subconstructs in turn below. 
Relative advantage: Relative advantage was an undercurrent within most of the discussions of the 
RCT research results in the interviews. In fact, one of the main reasons research results were seen as 
important was to test exactly this condition of relative advantage.  
Knowledge is power really […] I think that the focus is still very much on the 
[business-as-usual], and I think [the experiment] really has demonstrated that you can 
have just as good a result with offering [an alternative to business-as-usual] […] it has 
to be looked at and driven forwards across all of the forces, because it is something that 
is there in black and white, it has worked really (RS05). 
I think [the experimental intervention] is here to stay. I think when they actually realise 
the cost/savings, and the results behind it, I think people will be really shocked. I think 
if this is how much we saved per person… The feedback itself is good from the people 
involved in it. So I can see it going mainstream across the whole of the force (RS07). 
[The experimental intervention] has got legs. This project matters and is really useful 
(RS09). 
 
Most respondents had already formed a fairly strong view that the intervention had a significant 
relative advantage over the business-as-usual approach – notably, in the absence of RCT results. 
The possible causal mechanisms for why the officers involved in implementing Turning Point 
thought the approach worked were not explored in the interviews. 
Compatibility: The respondents felt strongly that the intervention aligned well with the overarching 
strategic direction of the organisation and that, increasingly as the RCT progressed, the values of 
organisational members were changing to meet this new strategic direction. 
Why is the force supportive of [the experiment]? Cause I think it sees [the experiment] 
as feeding naturally into [its broader strategy] (RS14). 
 
Moreover, the innovation being trialled aligned with a national policy direction: 
[The experiment] has been given an added incentive by the government’s political 
agenda… (RS14). 
It fits into the bigger picture [of policing] in [the country]… [across a range of 
strategies], [this experiment] will have a direct effect of how we go about business in 
the future (RS17). 
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It was also seen by some respondents to align with their overarching perspective or individual 
‘morals’. 
The [experimental intervention] …fits in with my own morals. So I think it fits in very 
well particularly at this time in policing, in [the organisation] and in the [country] even 
(RS09). 
 
The Turning Point approach as an innovation was seen to align with the existing overarching 
organisational goals, reducing the challenge to the adopters’ values, norms and perceived needs 
(Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003). As discussed in Chapter Two, compatibility is one feature 
of an innovation that is likely to promote its chances of adoption within an organisation. 
Lower complexity: The Operation Turning Point RCT did not meet the criterion of being of lower 
complexity. In fact, the RCT was highly complex [RS01]. Complexity was mitigated to some extent 
by the intervention building on existing systems, processes and units. The RCT process has been 
simplified over the course of implementation by the development of communication and 
information technology systems to support it. Respondents, nonetheless, repeatedly stressed how 
necessary it was to have a dedicated project team and extensive support from the University to 
manage the complexity. One interviewee expressed concern that the level of complexity would 
impact the internal validity of the experiment: 
I am putting [the experiment in the category [of] about as complex as you can possibly 
get. Even with full time program monitoring [by the University] you get about a 
medium effectiveness. So you are never going to have that completely sterile lab 
environment where you can go… boom… boom… boom (RS01). 
 
Given that lower complexity is one facet of innovation adoption (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 
2003), efforts to simplify the approach to the intervention were seen by some respondents to be 
critical to its ongoing success and potential for being mainstreamed in the future.  
Trialability: While most who discussed the difficulties associated with implementing the Operation 
Turning Point RCT suggested there were numerous challenges – all indicated that these have 
generally been overcome as Operation Turning Point progressed. The successful implementation of 
the RCT is testament to the trialability of the intervention as an innovation and its likelihood of 
adoption (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003).  
I would love to extend it to the whole of the [wider force] … [that] would be an even 
bigger challenge. But I am sure it is doable … If the experiment comes back as a huge 
raging success I think our hand will be forced […] we have got to look to spread it 
elsewhere … But huge cultural changes for the public and police officers I am guessing 
as well (RS03). 
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The value of the RCT to policing and associated importance of implementing it through a rigorous 
process of testing via an RCT was also stressed: 
The process of implementing an RCT is so difficult that it doesn’t sell itself. [The level 
of complexity] you choose should be dependent on the profoundness or expense 
associated with the predicted outcome. So this one, the projected outcome could be 
quite significant couldn’t it? […] the implications are serious for the nation, so we need 
to know that there is real integrity in the findings. Which is why the RCT is required 
(RS01). 
 
Observability: Adopters are more likely to adopt innovations that can demonstrate observable and 
visible outcomes and impacts (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003). The need to produce some 
‘observable’, specific, hard proof of the success of the intervention in meeting the specified 
outcomes the RCT was testing (or hard proof that it was not able to produce those outcomes as well 
as the business-as-usual approach) was highlighted by a range of respondents. For example:  
So if we [achieve our stated goal] by accident or design, if it is by accident we won’t 
replicate it, if it is by design we probably will […] So we need to understand what 
works. We need to understand what doesn’t work. We need to do more of what does 
work and we need to do less of what doesn’t. I think [the top leadership] probably – I 
am guessing here – saw [the experiment] as an opportunity to get some evidence as to 
what works and what doesn’t (RS14). 
 
The implementing units stressed that in the absence of hard evidence of ‘what works’, they were 
unable to communicate the strong conviction of the positive outcomes of the intervention – which 
pervaded their thinking – beyond the organisational unit level into the wider organisation and 
beyond. The delay in this explicit proof becoming available concerned many and they argued that 
this led to a lack of interest in the new approach beyond the RCT project team. It led to some in the 
organisation seeing the intervention as nothing more than a short-term research endeavour and 
limited the impact of the RCT within the implementing teams: 
But it is just the lack of interest generally which is awkward to get over. Until it comes 
on line full time I think it will always be a bit like that. But once it comes on line full 
time, I mean everybody gets the training, everybody understands what it is, and that it is 
not going away and it is here [to stay]. Things may change … should change … because 
it does work, it is good (RS11). 
 
Another, contrasting view was that the interest from outside of the implementing agency 
demonstrated an unhealthy, if typical, hastiness on the part of other police agencies to seek to adopt 
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the approach before results had become available from the RCT. This tendency was explicitly noted 
by one interviewee:  
So actually a lot of time we are just telling people to hold their horses … the police are 
doing what they [always] do: ‘Oh, we hear about this [experiment] and we want to do 
the same thing’ … ‘we don’t know if it works yet … but yeah, yeah we are going to do 
it anyway!’ (RS18). 
 
In fact, Weisburd and Neyroud (2011) have suggested that this ‘jumping the gun’ is part of a 
cultural tendency in policing to implement new practices without establishing whether they work or 
how they work – that is, observability is not considered a key to innovation adoption in policing. As 
discussed in Chapter Two, police organisations are highly institutionalised and ‘changes’ are often 
driven by structuration and homogenisation, not by considerations of efficiency or effectiveness 
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983, p. 147). From an OL perspective that sees organisations as adaptive 
entities that seek to correct error – a mismatch between stated goals and obtained outcomes – 
organisational change that is driven by the isomorphic processes of institutional theory is 
“imitation” (Huber, 1991, Argyris, 1994) and reflects defensive reasoning and single-loop learning 
rather than productive reasoning and organisational change. Conversely, organisations may also 
‘search’ or scan their external environments for evidence of ‘what works’, that is, solid evidence 
that supports decision-making. Through this ‘problemistic search’, they may acquire information 
and knowledge from others’ adaptation strategies and adapt them as their own solutions to problems 
they encounter in meeting their goals (Huber, 1991). 
‘When’ 
The historical context was considered to be important by a number of the respondents. First, this 
referred to the sweeping policy changes happening at a national level in response to an increasing 
demand for professionalisation of policing in the face of rising complexity of the role played by 
police: 
[The experiment] probably came at a convenient time for a number of changes in the 
police I would imagine. There is also the cost and the psychological harm/damage [the 
existing approach] can do. I suppose it’s historic – I am talking many, many years ago, 
the police pretty much were restricted in their wider thinking in terms of what society 
expected from the police. So much more expected from us now isn’t there? I think that 
links into part of what [the experiment] is about (RS03). 
 
Second, the broader economic and political context of austerity, and the need to demonstrate 
approaches that offered value for money – not only cheaper, but also smarter and better – was 
referred to by many respondents: 
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I think this is all about trying to work smarter in times of austerity (RS14). 
In think it is potentially – there is a smarter use of resources, a better service … (RS15) 
I really think [the experiment] reflects the drive to say to work smarter, do more with 
less, but try and address the problem, not just in smarter and cheaper way, but in a better 
way. So we are getting better outcomes (RS13) 
The [experiment], if it is shown to be effective, it would save a lot of money … but that 
would have to be clearly shown and proven, I think (RS16). 
 
Another issue raised related to the extent to which police strategy was politically controlled, with 
politicians being driven by public opinion, and in turn driving policing strategy based on public 
opinion, not evidence: 
I think [the intervention] would be a really hard thing to sell to the public, particularly in 
the current politic climate […] It’s just that more and more we are being politicised, the 
police are being politicised and we are tending to be used as pawns by politicians. 
Politicians only have one thing in their agenda, which is getting re-elected. So their 
agenda is keeping the public on side and doing whatever it takes to keep the public 
happy. But that is not what my job is, and it is not what the police forces job. […] So 
even though it would be a difficult thing to sell to the public … ultimately if all the 
research shows that this is the way to be going with then I will go with that (RS15).  
 
Institutional theory suggests that organisations derive both their goals and structures from 
outside of rational/technical considerations in response to legitimating and powerful social, 
economic and political institutional interests in their environmental contexts (Crank and 
Langworthy, 1992; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Maguire, 2003). These institutional constituents 
may include politicians, the media, community groups, and other organisations, especially like 
organisations in the organisational field and their associated professional associations (Coopey and 
Burgoyne, 2000; King, 2005). In contrast, from the structural contingency perspective, 
organisations adapt in response to rational/technical considerations directly related to their goals 
and contexts and demands for effective service delivery (Zhao, 1996). The results of the RCT were 
seen to provide the basis for rational decision-making based on considerations of effectiveness and 
efficiency. They were seen to be needed to break down the defensive reasoning associated with the 
institutional constituents in the organisational field. 
‘Where’ 
The fact that the specific police organisation had already demonstrated a commitment to an 
evidence based policing approach, and was supported by the very top police leadership in pursuing 
this approach, was critical to the RCT’s success. This was suggested by a range of respondents. For 
example, one respondent noted: 
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I know [our top leadership] is very up for engaging in this. We want to know what 
works. I know evidence based policing is a bit of a cliché, but there is something 
[about] trying to understand what works, and more to the point why it works (RS14). 
 
Further, within the implementing teams – that is, at a sub-organisational level – the RCT 
implementation process emphasised the production of valid information, openness to the possibility 
of ‘failure’ and acceptance of risk, informed choice, shared control and participation in the design 
and implementation of the RCT. This generated a space for espoused theories-in-use to be 
questioned and replaced by Model II theories-in-use. This is discussed further in Section 4.2.3. 
‘How’ 
The research process and design will determine the extent to which the policing organisation is 
required to suspend business-as-usual practices and reflect on both the business-as-usual practices 
and the experimental alternative.  In the case of the Operation Turning Point RCT, the experimental 
condition, nonetheless, required a complete suspension of business-as-usual practices for those in 
the experimental group – and, not surprisingly, almost all respondents suggested that this had 
created a major space for reflection and had impacted their thinking about alternatives to the 
standard approach. Beyond the intervention itself, it had engendered a critical reflection on the 
business-as-usual practices in general. 
I have learned that [business-as-usual] is not the only way of dealing with problems … 
And it makes you think, because before that it was very much black and white…. And it 
makes you take a step back and think …There are other methods of dealing with things 
(RS06). 
 
The Operation Turning Point RCT was highly complex, but the design of the experiment sought to 
reduce this complexity by tailoring the intervention to fit in with existing structures and 
responsibilities. Regular meetings, good, frequent ongoing formal and informal communication, and 
the development of e-tools as the project went along (to standardise procedures and monitor 
implementation and capture data) further simplified the roll-out.  
 ‘Why’  
The respondents were asked in the interviews to explicitly reflect on the reason why they thought 
that the RCT was initiated by the policing agency. In almost all cases respondents were clear that 
the strong alignment with a shift in policy direction at a force level made it highly relevant to 
empirically test the efficacy of the intervention.  
Randomisation is the only thing that can give you real statistical legitimacy … [The 
experimental process] is about legitimacy and objectivity. And it then gives us the 
ability to go back and say ‘this really seems to work’ (RS14). 
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They argued that the experiment was testing a potentially more effective and efficient alternative to 
the business-as-usual approach in the face of external demands for belt-tightening in the public 
service, including policing. 
We had to change as an organisation I guess, with the economic climate has changed in 
this country – and others I guess – in the last five to six years. We have had to look at 
different ways of policing – not just in [one area] I hasten to add – but in other areas of 
policing and ways of doing things more efficiently. That is probably the one reason. The 
other reason, of course, is [the intervention] is probably an area of police business that 
needed addressing anyway – or certainly revisiting – in terms of how we deal with 
individuals in the first place … And actually what is the real cost of going down the 
lines of [the existing approach] (RS03). 
 
 The role of political support was also raised in this regard, where limited or weak evidence 
was seen to be easily trumped by politically motivated decisions. Strong evidence is needed to gain 
political support for something that is potentially unpopular – hence the need for an RCT: 
A lot of the [experimental] approaches that we were testing [through the RCT] were 
things that we were sort of using anyway … The difference is more in scale, the force 
will do that to a certain level that it is happy with partially based on the evidence but 
probably more based on the political environment. What [the experiment] will do if it 
provides results that are significant, it will allow us to do that to a bigger scale. It will 
allow us to go further. So that is the difference (RS10). 
Now if [it works] that is great, because that then provides us with some statistical 
objective data to prove it, and to put it bluntly […] it gives the ability to perhaps try to 
take the debate back to the [newspaper] readers and so on – the people who [are critical 
of the approach] (RS14). 
 
All of the RCT attributes (who, what, where, when, why and how) were discussed in the in-depth 
interviews. First, ‘Who’ had initiated Operation Turning Point did not seem to be a central concern, 
but there was some reference to the importance of the close relationship between members of the 
police agency and the University researchers. Perceptions of ‘Who’ had funded it suggest that a lack 
of formal funding support to the project reflected its categorisation by some leadership as an 
externally motivated study as opposed to a change project for the police. In terms of 
implementation, the respondents stressed that it was driven by the police, but that it would have 
been difficult to sustain without the ongoing support from the University team. 
As discussed above, the characteristics of an innovation may impact its likelihood of 
adoption and these characteristics were discussed in the interviews. ‘What’ was being tested 
represented a profound and potentially challenging new way of dealing with low harm offenders. 
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The Turning Point approach as an innovation was seen to align with existing overarching 
organisational goals, lessening the challenge to the adopters’ values, norms and perceived needs. 
This compatibility is likely to improve an innovation’s chances of adoption within an organisation. 
The Operation Turning Point RCT was purposively built onto a pre-existing and aligned strategic 
direction (goal), and used the existing organisational scaffolding (structure), which played to 
organisational strengths and rooted practices. Relative advantage was another characteristic 
discussed in the interviews whereby the RCT research results were seen as important to support an 
alternative approach to the business-as-usual practice.  
The historical context, ‘When’, was considered to be important by a number of the 
respondents. This referred to the sweeping policy changes happening at a national level in response 
to an increasing demand for the professionalisation of policing in the face of rising complexity and 
a context of austerity. Another issue raised related to the extent to which police strategy was 
politically controlled, with politicians being driven by public opinion, and in turn driving policing 
strategy based on public opinion, not evidence. In mitigation of this, the results of the RCT were 
seen to provide a rational basis for decision-making based on considerations of effectiveness and 
efficiency. They were seen to be needed to break down the defensive reasoning associated with the 
institutional constituents in the organisational field driving the policing strategic agenda. 
‘Where’ the RCT takes place is important for its successful implementation and OL. In the 
case of Operation Turning Point, the West Midlands Police had already demonstrated a 
commitment to an evidence based policing approach (that is, an Organisational O-II learning 
system) and the testing of a new approach to low harm offending was supported by the very top 
police leadership. This was seen to be critical to the RCT’s success.  
The quality of the implementation process, ‘How’, and specifically its level of complexity, 
trialability and observability were discussed in the interviews. The experimental condition required 
a complete suspension of business-as-usual practices for those in the experimental group – and, not 
surprisingly, almost all respondents suggested that this had created a major space for reflection and 
had impacted their thinking about alternatives to the standard approach – as well as a critical 
reflection on business-as-usual practices more generally. In the case of Operation Turning Point, 
complexity was mitigated to some extent by the intervention’s building on existing systems, 
processes and units. While most discussed the difficulties associated with implementing the 
Operation Turning Point RCT, the successful implementation of the RCT is testament to the 
trialability of the intervention as an innovation and its likelihood of adoption.  The need to produce 
some ‘observable’, specific, hard proof of the success of the intervention in meeting the specified 
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outcomes the RCT was testing was highlighted by a range of respondents and was related to the 
need to produce ‘positive’ results. 
Finally, the respondents were asked in the interviews to explicitly reflect on the reason 
‘Why’ they thought that the RCT was initiated by the policing agency. In almost all cases 
respondents were clear that the strong alignment with a shift in policy direction at a Force level 
made it highly relevant to test empirically the efficacy of the intervention. The role of political 
support was also raised in this regard, because limited or weak evidence was seen to be easily 
trumped by politically motivated decisions. Strong evidence is needed to gain political support for 
something which is potentially unpopular – hence the need for an RCT. 
4.2.2 Knowledge acquisition and dissemination 
All of the RCT attributes (‘Who’, ‘What’, ‘Where’, ‘When’, ‘Why’ and ‘How’) may influence the 
way the organisation acquires knowledge through the process of experiential learning at the 
operational unit level, and knowledge dissemination at the unit and organisational level.  The ability 
of organisations to seek solutions and learn through experience is also linked to their levels of 
absorptive capacity. These two constructs – experiential learning and absorptive capacity – are 
explored in light of the interview data below. 
Experiential learning 
The data suggest that, while the initial intention of the police was to bring the organisation back on 
course in terms of finding better ways to meet the stated goals (reducing crime; professionalisation), 
the underlying goals, rules and values of the organisation began to be tested and reconceptualised 
by actors within the RCT as it progressed. Even the most recalcitrant of police involved in 
Operation Turning Point bought into the shift in approach and associated values as the RCT 
progressed. 
Custody Sergeants, particularly older Custody Sergeants … are generally regarded as 
probably being the most cynical bunch of police officers that you will ever come across, 
and the most difficult to convince that radical change is every going to be a good thing. 
But very, very few Custody Sergeants failed to see the potential benefits of [the 
experiment] (RS15). 
 
This was not based on the results of the RCT, but the process of experiential learning associated 
with the implementation of the experiment. 
Tacit and explicit knowledge: Organisations learn through experience, and experiential learning 
enhances organisational performance (e.g. Argote and Miron-Spektor, 2011; Huber, 1991; Lewin, 
1951; Nonaka, 1994). Experiential learning is especially important in establishing whether an 
63 
 
innovation, intervention or program is practically implementable (Argyris, 2004; Moingeon and 
Edmondson, 1996). Throughout the conduct of the RCT the exchange of tacit and explicit 
knowledge enacts a “spiral of knowledge creation” (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995,  p. 71) where 
experiential OL is conceived of as a purposive process of reflection-in-action through the constant 
conversion of tacit (individual) to explicit (organisational) knowledge (Nonaka, 1994). For 
example, training may be conceived of as explicit to tacit knowledge. Making mistakes and 
articulating and sharing lessons from them within the project team and wider organisation can be 
conceptualised as tacit to explicit knowledge. Both of these types of knowledge exchange were 
abundant, ongoing and welcome within the RCT. 
Training, making mistakes – best way to learn sometimes really, isn’t it? … So 
[learning through experience] is the way we have learned pretty much (RS03) 
Yeah. Definitely. We learned a lot. And to be able to test and adapt and learn and 
improve was really important (RS10). 
You learn by experience and by doing (RS17). 
You roll things out slowly because you yourself learn, don’t you? […] doing things big 
bang can lead to tears before bedtime can’t it? I think rolling something out does slow 
things down, but it allows you to learn, allows you to get people engaged (RS14).  
  
 Some OL theorists such as Argote (1999) and Simon (1991) argue that OL occurs when new 
knowledge is incorporated into organisational norms, policies, procedures, and data and information 
systems (Argote, 1999; Simon, 1991). By the very nature of an RCT, an intervention is put into 
practice and tested. Within the implementing organisational units in the Operation Turning Point 
RCT, there was a great deal to suggest that the new knowledge associated with the RCT had 
become normal procedure over the course of its implementation. This included data and information 
systems that had been developed for the Trial, but which were proving to be useful beyond the 
boundaries of the RCT. For example, one respondent stated:  
Another example of how [the experiment] will have a direct effect – even though we 
don’t know the results – about how we go about things not just strategically but 
practically from a front line officers perspective. We started [the experiment] with paper 
records. We now use a very basic online portal … Sitting behind that you have a 
database that academics can get access to, and we can pick bones out of … [This] is 
[potentially] something that won’t just be used locally but might just have an impact 
and influence nationally (RS17). 
 
The systems were developed over time, through a process of hands-on learning as Operation 
Turning Point progressed: 
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[In the beginning] we didn’t have the systems and we were like sheep wandering around 
in a field and not knowing which gate to look at … it was an absolute farce (RS11). 
I have learned as the project has gone through that there are different ways to go about 
things … So I have learned things as I have gone through (RS07). 
 
These new systems were developed from within the implementing team by engaging in ongoing 
discussion and debate, facilitated by the University researchers. 
Social process: The social process stream of OL emphasises that OL is not necessarily purposeful. 
Nor is it necessarily performance focused. In this perspective “learning is ubiquitous and part of 
everyday organisational life and work” (Brandi and Elkjaer, 2011,  p. 28) and “knowing and doing 
are … inextricably entangled” (Gherardi, 2011,  p. 43). Learning is not an “individual process of 
thought”, but takes place “among and through other people and artefacts as a relational activity” 
(Brandi and Elkjaer, 2011,  p. 27). The extent to which the RCT leveraged new possibilities for 
learning through a collective process of “doing” and communication was highlighted in my research 
and is captured in the following statements: 
[S]ometimes [police] can be working silos with blinkers on [… it] can become very 
isolated within an organisation ... I think for those guys it has probably opened up a new 
alternative for them (RS03). 
[W]e are blessed with quite a close knit team, and it has only been operating in [the 
areas], and it has been quite easy to have advice and give positive or constructive 
feedback, or criticism […] And teething problems seem to have been ironed out easily, 
from good communication (RS16). 
We all work in separate areas; ordinarily day to day we would never speak to each 
other, though we are actually quite good mates now (RS17) 
The [University] will change things if one of my teams or one of the [OU2] comes up 
with a suggestion to say ‘I don’t think that really works – that way of doing it – can we 
do it this way?’ They will change it. The guys have seen that happen and you get a 
massive buy-in from them, as they feel much more participative of the whole thing 
(RS09). 
People have been allowed to be creative. So that is probably the key … that we are 
police officers and have been given the freedom to be creative with our ideas and try 
them out (RS17). 
 
The flexibility and incremental changes to the way the experiment was implemented was seen to be 
important. Specifically, the incorporation of feedback from the officers implementing the 
experiment into the RCT process was seen as critical to their buy-in. So too was their ability to 
exercise their own agency within the project. 
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Absorptive capacity 
The OL process happens over time and involves the development of an organisational knowledge 
base (Huber, 1991). Absorptive capacity is linked to the capacity of organisations to innovate 
(Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Huber, 1991) and recognise “the value of new external knowledge and 
information through exploratory learning; assimilate new knowledge through transformative 
learning; and, apply it to make high-quality decisions through exploitative learning” (Cohen and 
Levinthal, 1990, p. 128). Absorptive capacity is also a function of the knowledge base of the 
organisation. Moreover, “organisations may not necessarily make changes in behavioral terms as 
they acquire new knowledge; they may instead acquire the flexibility necessary to make 
adjustments as the (perceived) need arises” (Shipton, 2006, p. 244).  There was a very strong sense 
from the interviews that the police organisation was already, prior to Operation Turning Point, well 
placed to take on an RCT of this scale and complexity because of its previous knowledge base, 
experience and capacity: 
I think [the police organisation was] already receptive to evidence based policing, you 
know, and got it – understood it – is receptive [at the leadership level] (RS01). 
 [T]here was a definite drive by our command team to bring evidence based policing 
into the [organisation] (RS09). 
 
 This concept of organisational flexibility and adaptability is also consistent with the concept 
of deutero learning or learning to learn. In deutero learning, an organisation’s capacity to learn from 
knowledge through collaborative inquiry and reflection is increased as it learns that it needs to learn 
(Argyris and Schőn, 1978, 1996). It may also align with the concept of innovativeness. This is 
important because the “‘knowledge base’ necessary to question existing routines and protocols may 
require a different type of learning from that necessary to implement these activities” (Shipton, 
2006, p. 244). In my research, I found that there was clearly support for the idea that the RCT had 
created a knowledge base for the implementation of the specific intervention being trialled if it were 
to be to be rolled out more widely: 
I think the way [the experiment] has been set up; we have done all the difficult parts 
now you know. If [the intervention] was going to go out to the rest of the force for 
example, the hard work has been done (RS03). 
 
 More importantly, the ‘knowledge base’ necessary to question existing values and 
assumptions had also been expanded as Operation Turning Point was implemented, which added to 
the organisation’s existing level of flexibility and absorptive capacity. The shift towards the 
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questioning of existing routines and the incorporating of scientific enquiry into everyday work is 
captured by two respondents as follows: 
[Working on the experiment] really makes you reassess. Rather than making sweeping 
generalisations that you have no evidence for, you start thinking a bit differently. So 
[you] think: ‘Where is the evidence to support what I want to do here?’ Also it has been 
beneficial since you start looking at the work you do in a different way … so it makes 
me be a little more thoughtful – a little more scientific about what you are doing rather 
than being opinionated – which the police are very good at! (RS18). 
I would be surprised if there hasn’t been a spin off into other areas of […], because if 
you improve your rationale and understanding of the […] clearly you are going to take 
that into the rest of your world. Aren’t you? (RS14). 
It has opened my eyes to just alternative ways of dealing with things. That you can be a 
lot more flexible in the way that you deal with things … I think it showed me an 
alternative way of doing stuff (RS15). 
 
The data suggest that both experiential learning and absorptive capacity were generated in the 
course of the implementation of the experiment, driving knowledge acquisition and dissemination. 
While the initial intention of the police was to bring the organisation back on course in terms of 
finding better ways to meet the stated goals, the underlying goals, rules and values of the 
organisation began to be tested by actors within the RCT as it proceeded. This was not based on the 
results of the RCT, but the process of experiential learning associated with the process of engaging 
in the implementation processes. Through the process of implementation, new knowledge was 
incorporated into organisational norms, policies, procedures, and data and information systems as 
the intervention was put into practice and tested. The systems were developed over time, through a 
process of hands-on learning. 
Absorptive capacity is linked to the capacity of organisations to innovate, their flexibility 
and their adaptability. This concept of organisational flexibility and adaptability aligns with the 
concept of deutero learning whereby an organisation’s capacity to learn from knowledge through 
collaborative inquiry and reflection (deutero learning) is increased as it learns that it needs to learn. 
The incorporation of feedback from the officers implementing the experiment into the RCT process 
was seen as critical to their buy-in, and enhanced their engagement in collaborative enquiry and 
reflection about the trial and about evidence based policing more broadly. While the RCT had 
created a knowledge base for the implementation of the specific intervention being trialled if it were 
to be to be rolled out more widely, the ‘knowledge base’ necessary to question existing values and 
assumptions had also been expanded as Operation Turning Point was implemented and added to the 
organisation’s existing level of flexibility and absorptive capacity. 
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4.2.3 Knowledge interpretation 
RCTs are specific, purposive feedback processes that potentially influence the knowledge 
interpretation process. There are two key theories that inform my exploration of the knowledge 
interpretation process: (i) productive and defensive reasoning and (ii) research use. First, the RCT 
implementation process may influence the organisation to engage in a mindful process of OL based 
on productive reasoning, or it may generate an adaptive reflex response based on defensive 
reasoning (Argyris and Schőn, 1996). Second, an organisation’s use of research is a process of 
knowledge interpretation and my interviews explored the way the organisation made use of the 
research processes and products.  
Productive and defensive reasoning 
In the case of organisations, error is defined as a mismatch between intended and obtained 
organisational outcomes. The identification and articulation of this error may open the organisation 
to embarrassment or threat (Argyris, 2004). In the case of the organisation in my study, the strategic 
goal was defined clearly as “to reduce crime” (RS01). Conventional methods of meeting this goal 
were seen to be failing: 
[The police] are obsessed with preventing crime. [Business-as-usual] doesn’t seem to be 
working so we take it into our own hands, and try and affect crime in a different way 
(RS01). 
[T]he [OU1] know that what we do doesn’t work. So anything that we can prove that 
something else will work, they will buy into that quite happily (RS09). 
 
Model II theory-in-use: Organisational flexibility (as discussed in the previous section under 
absorptive capacity) also relates to Argyris’ concept of Model II theory-in-use, which leads to 
productive reasoning and double-loop learning (Argyris, 2004) to overcome perceived error. The 
Model II theory-in-use emphasises enquiry and testing and leads to productive reasoning. 
Productive reasoning may be sustained by the continued use of a Model II theory-in-use by agents, 
alongside “organisational norms that encourage good dialectic and effective communication” 
(Argyris, 2004, p. 12). The role of the Operation Turning Point RCT in generating Model II 
thinking is captured by one respondent as follows: 
A lot of staff in the organisation have had an initial resistance to working in this way. 
And therefore a lot of [the experiment] has been about overcoming that resistance to a 
different way of working … not so much about running an experiment … [it’s not just 
about shifting] practice – [its] about shifting people, values and beliefs … it is not 
something you can do in an email or in a presentation … it is face-to-face: You–me 
having a conversation and talking it through (RS10). 
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 The fact that the organisation had embarked on a trial of one of its core strategies, 
potentially highlighting its inability to meet organisational goals using the tried and mainstreamed 
methods, suggests that there was a significant openness on the part of leadership to confront 
potential ‘embarrassment’ and engage in productive reasoning. This openness to experimentation 
and risk is captured in the following quotations: 
I think [the randomised experiment approach] gives you more real results really […] it 
is a more honest kind of system really (RS13).  
The [top police leadership] bought into it, [and] was prepared to take the risk – because 
there is a certain amount of risk in this experiment, both from resources but also from 
the proverbial [newspaper] headlines [denigrating the police strategy] (RS01). 
[T]he force must realise that it leaves itself a little bit vulnerable to criticism from the 
average [newspaper] reader (RS15). 
There are key managers … at an operational level there are some key players, who are 
very keen to make it work. Not to necessarily have results one way or another, but to 
have a good test (RS10). 
I do see us as a force that is ahead of other forces … I don’t think we are scared of 
change […] I think we are prepared to stick our neck out to try and make things work 
(RS07). 
 
Model I Theory-in-use: The level of organisational commitment to the Model II theory-in-use was 
also questioned by some respondents, however. In my data, I found evidence that people felt that 
the commitment to the RCT and evidence based policing by some elements of the organisation was 
based less on understanding of the purpose of the RCT than expediency. In other words, 
organisational commitment could in fact reflect a Model I theory-in-use where the Model I theory-
in-use (driver of action) generates defensive reasoning (Argyris, 2004).  
I think there is a disconnect between what people say is good, and what they want you 
to do, and how much effort or time or support you are getting given. So if they talk the 
things about it because they know politically they have got to say good things about it, 
because it is [supported by top leadership], but actions behind the words… I don’t see a 
lot (RS10). 
People were there on paper, but they weren’t interested in doing it … Because they 
didn’t understand it (RS09). 
[T]here was quite a level of resistance from the police. [Support from] the high level 
command was obviously very important … and they have inevitably told people 
involved ‘you will do this’ […] there wasn’t always buy-in further down the chain … 
(RS18). 
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 There was also evidence that the risk was not evenly distributed within the organisation. 
Those at the coal-face of implementing the RCT – those who ‘owned’ it – would bear the brunt of 
any fallout. Should it be seen to ‘fail’, the leadership of the organisation could potentially distance 
itself from the RCT.  
[As you go up in the organisation, the experiment] becomes a smaller and smaller part 
of their portfolio – it is less and less relevant [than to line management] I think. I think 
people like what they see and like to be associated… well… I think they like to be 
associated with it as long as it is successful. But I can see they would like nothing to do 
with [it] if it wasn’t successful (RS10). 
 
This is not an insignificant finding. The risks were real and alluded to by numerous respondents. 
The main concern was with the way Operation Turning Point opened the organisation (and its 
political stakeholders) to criticism from the general public – specifically those who had come into 
contact with the intervention. 
I think one of the difficult things is going to be getting the political message across, to 
Jo Public, that this may be a better way … the  general public (GP) see [business-as-
usual approach] … as a success and winning. And I think to get the public onside with it 
may be the next challenge (RS15). 
 
It was also considered potentially risky from a career perspective for those on the front-line of 
implementation. There was a tendency with some in the organisation to only see the outcomes of an 
RCT to be worthwhile if they were ‘positive’; that is, if the RCT demonstrated the alternative 
approach to be better than the business-as usual approach: 
There had been another [experiment] run in [the organisation] that has shown no benefit 
… and I have heard senior managers talk about that as a failure …. [That] ‘he has had a 
failure’. It is not that we have learned: ‘good here is something that we could have 
invested in, and we are not going to do it now’. It is a case of ‘oh, it hasn’t shown it, has 
it? It shows the whole evidence based policing thing is nonsense.’ (RS10) 
 
 Countering resistance was couched in terms of the need to shift ‘culture’ – as a proxy for 
underlying organisational assumptions, norms and values. This implies that there was a sense that 
the organisation would only ‘learn’ from positive results and discount negative results should the 
RCT find the intervention to be no better than business-as-usual. This was particularly the case with 
police officers outside of the main implementing units who lacked an understanding of the RCT and 
evidence based policing in general. 
[C]ulturally there were some issues to get past. Which I don’t think have gone 
completely in all honesty. I think there is still some resistance. (RS13) 
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I think there is a culture amongst some officers of an unwillingness to embrace change 
and to try different things to break away from the norm … So you have people with a 
really ingrained mindset. (RS17) 
It can be very isolated. Because they don’t get it, they don’t understand it – and because 
of that they don’t like it (RS11). 
 
Research use 
How new knowledge is interpreted and used by an organisation is influenced by the processes of 
productive and defensive reasoning identified above. Defensive reasoning is likely to lead to 
instrumental and strategic forms of research use because it can be used in such a way as to avoid 
organisational embarrassment or threat. Conceptual and process uses of research are less bounded 
and controlled. They potentially generate questions and debates, and unexpected findings though 
experiential learning and are therefore seen as potentially dangerous to Model I systems.  
 As discussed in Chapter Two, it is unusual for a specific piece of research to directly impact 
organisational decisions (Nutley, Walter, and Davies, 2007; Tsang, 1997). Organisations are more 
likely to use research conceptually, as process, or strategically rather than instrumentally (Nutley, et 
al, 2003; Weiss, 1979). I found evidence in the interview data that the organisation demonstrated all 
forms of research use associated with the RCT. 
Instrumental research use: The need for formal, explicit data to support research use from the 
RCT was articulated by a number of respondents. This was not just in relation to the end results of 
the RCT, but in terms of other emergent data. There were examples of key players in the RCT 
seeing a role for the instrumental use of interim findings – where research directly impacts 
practitioner problem solving (Nutley et al, 2007): 
[L]et's say the project runs for 12 months, 2 years, 3 years … Point A it starts, point B, 
it ends. But from Point A to Point B things are happening. It would be nice to know 
what is happening in that in-between period (RS02). 
You might get some interesting data now [before the final results are available]. […] all 
that data is available now, we don’t have to wait … years for the University to write the 
results. But […] we are not going to have the benefit of these results that we could have 
now (RS18). 
I suppose it comes back to again looking at some of the interim results really, is it 
working? [Is what we are doing]… right? Because without knowing that now […] we 
are potentially creating problems further down the line for ourselves that we are going 
to have to manage ... [L]et’s sort of dip our toe in the water, see what is working and 
what is not, as opposed to go down one route and find at the end it hasn’t quite worked 
how we want it to (RS04). 
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Strategic research use: Formal results – even interim and anecdotal, but generated by the 
University – were also seen to be critical for ongoing grassroots support for the RCT within the 
organisation. Here the focus was on the strategic use of research, where research use may be used to 
generate buy-in from those in the organisation who have been resistant (Nutley et al., 2007) 
[We need interim results]. Cause if you are getting positive results it is oil for the 
system, people will become more motivated, the staff that need to know get on board, 
the [OU1 staff will] understand why they are doing it. Because at the moment a lot of 
[OU1 staff] it is just putting data on the system (RS04). 
[There are some police staff] who are going back and spreading the wrong notion of 
what the [experiment] is. They don’t understand it: They have not been given the 
understanding. […] I want some results. I don’t want the full results. I don’t care what 
the full results are, but I need to keep these guys interested (RS09). 
 [A]s time has progressed, perhaps some of the line managers who were a little sceptical 
at the beginning, can see the benefits of it. I think that after seeing black and white the 
[outcomes for people coming through the experiment] proven (RS16). 
  
Selling the message from the Operation Turning Point RCT and impacting the organisational 
change process was seen by most respondents to be dependent on a formal set of conclusive results 
once the RCT had run its course. Formal results were seen to be essential to moving the intervention 
forward – only if they demonstrated the effectiveness of the intervention, that is, they were 
‘positive’. If positive, the research would almost certainly be used strategically by the organisation 
to further the police strategic agenda:   
I think… well the outcomes are everything, because without the outcomes at the 
moment we are only assuming that it is the right way to [go] … [but] until we have got 
the figures that show that goal actually works, you can’t be 100%. I couldn’t sell 
something to somebody unless we knew it was going to achieve what we actually 
wanted it to achieve. Because otherwise it is just my gut feeling (RS15).  
We still haven’t got the results yet… and I am paranoid about what they are. It is always 
the way with an RCT, when you have invested so much time and effort into it and you 
still haven’t… When that person tells me yes you have difference or no you haven’t… It 
is going to kill me (RS01). 
And it would be nice at the end of the experiment to be able to say [these are the 
positive results] that would support that scheme anyway … [it would be nice to be able 
to say] we invest this much time and money in [the experiment] it has been proven that 
it does [have successful outcomes] statistically (RS16). 
 
The nature of an RCT is generally such that the results are not open to interpretation. The 
experimental condition will either demonstrate a better outcome against pre-defined measures, no 
difference, or a worse outcome than the control. Despite the results, however, conceptual and 
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process uses of research are tied to the learning associated with the implementation process and 
have the capacity to challenge the status quo in the absence of results.  
Process research use: The research process itself directly impacted those involved in the Operation 
Turning Point RCT and, indirectly, the wider organisation (Nutley et al, 2007). For example, a 
number of respondents suggested that over and above the trial of the experimental intervention 
itself, unanticipated and oblique learning has taken place related to other elements of the 
implementation process. This form of process learning is captured by a number of respondents: 
That stuff that the force learns out of it will be worth much more than what we were 
interested in. That is like added value that we never expected that we have just got. And 
that is like 80% of the value of that the force gets out of it will be added learning. Four 
times more! (RS10) 
This is very much an experiment where if it works, fantastic – if it doesn’t then we will 
still have learnt things out of it. So it is just as valuable either way (RS17). 
Yeah, so there has been some serendipity or some learning that we never expected out 
of [the experiment], which is always really useful. So there is learning in relation to how 
to run experiments, there is learning in relation to initial findings on [other elements of 
policing activity]. And it is moving in now to how you diagnose most appropriately 
what the problems are in the first place. And that learning has gone way outside [the 
experiment] … (RS01) 
I think the one thing we won’t know at the end of all this is whether any of the stuff we 
have done [with the experimental group has had the expected outcomes]. But there is a 
whole heap of other stuff coming out …! (RS18) 
 
Conceptual research use: The RCT also played a role in indirectly influencing the knowledge and 
attitudes of decision-makers’ policy and practice decisions through conceptual research use (Nutley 
et al., 2007). In discussing the way knowledge (from the experiment and prior to results) was used 
to shift thinking, one respondent suggested: 
Well, it goes up and down [within the organisation]. Well, we have regular board 
meetings as part of [the experiment] where we feedback in things we have learnt, what 
has been happening that is really good – success stories – and what has not gone so 
well. So all the lessons we have learnt has been captured over a period of time (RS17). 
 
 In my research I found that the nature of the RCT process had led to learning by opening up 
a space for reflection that had led to critical reflection on business-as-usual practices in general, not 
just what was being trialled in the RCT. This had led to the productive reasoning and process 
research use. In the case of the RCT, it is very clear that new knowledge was produced through the 
process of the experience of implementation and this happened in the absence of a set of results. 
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4.2.4 Organisational memory and change 
OL is a process that happens over time and should not be conceptualised as a discrete event (Tsang, 
1997). It is tied to the knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation processes in a non-
linear way. For theorists such as Argyris (1994), Huber (1991), Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), 
Argote (1999), and Simon (1991), the internal production and conversion of organisational 
knowledge to organisational action is understood to be moderated by an OL process. Most 
definitions of OL involve both cognitive and behavioural changes (Tsang, 1997, p. 75). At an 
organisational level, the impetus for learning, or what some term “knowledge acquisition” (e.g., 
Argote, 1999; Huber, 1991) must be differentiated from the learning itself, that is, organisational 
action (e.g., Argyris and Schőn, 1978).  
 In the Carnegie Tradition outlined in Chapter Two, OL is viewed as a model of rational 
decision-making at an organisational systems level in response to external stimuli (Huber, 1991; 
March and Simon, 1981). In “problemistic search” (Huber, 1991), the process is purposeful and 
triggered by negative performance feedback (Cyert and March, 1963). Cyert and March (1963) 
differentiate between adaptive response to “short-run feedback from the environment according to 
some fairly well-defined rules”, and “organisational adaptation which results in changes to rules 
themselves” (Cyert and March, 1963, p. 101–102). This aligns with the theory of single-loop and 
double-loop learning later developed by Argyris and Schőn (1978). 
Single- and double-loop learning 
Argyris and Schőn (1996, p. 16) suggest that in order to become organisational, learning must be 
“embedded” in the people or in the artefacts of the organisation. In light of this, most definitions 
also engage the idea that OL involves the development of knowledge about the association between 
actions and their effects or outcomes. So, in this view, OL requires actual organisational behaviour 
change along with cognitive change such that lessons learnt impact actual organisational behaviour 
(Argyris and Schőn, 1978; Fiol and Lyles, 1985). As Argyris (1994) suggests, OL requires 
implementable solutions, not just good ideas. To consider knowledge (such as that gained from 
research) to be valid for OL it should have internal, external and “implementable validity” (Argyris, 
2004, p. 17). In the case of both single- and double-loop learning, actual implementation of the new 
knowledge is required for OL: “Learning may not be said to occur if someone (acting for the 
organisation) discovers a new problem or invents a solution to the problem. Learning occurs when 
the invented solution is actually produced” (Argyris, 1994, p. 8). 
 My research suggests that the design and extended roll-out of the Operation Turning Point 
RCT led to the intervention (alternative approach) becoming embedded within the implementing 
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organisational units for the duration of the RCTs existence. In this sense, the invented solution was 
produced and tested over the course of the RCT. The RCT’s implementability was, in fact, a 
cornerstone of the success of the experimental process. Not surprisingly, my data suggest that the 
RCT started to feel like normal routine to a number of the respondents. It had become embedded in 
the people and processes in those areas which were implementing it. 
I think the link between the strategic command […] and the operation[al] requirement is 
becoming more apparent with [the experiment] and I think [the experiment] is becoming 
more of an operationally transferable project than it was initially (RS14).  
[I]t kind of feels [like] it is accepted and normal practice which is good (RS08). 
 
Single-loop learning: Individuals, groups, or whole organisations may adapt their actions 
reflexively in response to recognising the difference between expected and obtained outcomes, but 
when they do so in the absence of questioning the underlying assumptions and values of their 
reasons for change, this is single-loop OL (Argyris, 2004). In my study, the experimental 
intervention being tested in Operation Turning Point was clearly viewed by a number of 
respondents as nothing more than a planned adaptation in response to a perceived mismatch 
between stated goals and outcomes: “we can’t keep doing things the same way” (RS16). 
 Argyris (2004, p. 199) suggests that without underlying changes to organisational governing 
values, organisational behaviour changes may be single-loop learning, or they may be nothing more 
than short-run “managerial gimmicks and fads”.  Certainly, this was considered a potential risk with 
Operation Turning Point. This tendency is captured by one respondent as follows: 
Because not only are we doing it because we are being told to do it – let’s be honest we 
are doing it because we have been told to do things in the past that haven’t worked 
haven’t we? […] And I think in the early days this might have been another scheme or 
gimmick, that line management who have got limited resources … would have (RS16). 
 
 “[F]orced learning” or “imitation” occurs when there is no associated underlying cognitive 
shift or understanding of the reasons for changes to rules and practices (Tsang, 1997, p. 77). Despite 
the sense that the RCT was not like other ‘pilots’, there was, nonetheless, a lot of commentary 
regarding the role of top management support for the RCT in influencing the actions of those below 
them and along the chain into lower organisational ranks. Some concerns were raised that people 
were, effectively, just following orders: 
The [top leadership] support it, therefore everybody else supports it. Simple as that 
(RS16). 
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There was also a concern that the top level support hadn’t actually been communicated widely 
enough from the top to the rank and file, leaving the convincing up to those implementing 
Operation Turning Point: 
In fact there was no clear direction that [the experiment] needs supporting, although it is 
clear that the command team have authorised it and do support it. So I am sort of taking 
that general support of people from the top to people and say ‘also, you need to see this 
though’ (RS10). 
When you haven’t got [buy-in] you need your command team at the force level to be 
saying: ‘whether you buy-in or not you are going to do this’. That probably hasn’t been 
a strong enough message, I don’t think (RS18) 
I think the[re] could have been at the start, a bit more of a kind of corporate message 
that went out … [the experiment] occurred without any kind of fanfare, or any real 
perhaps sort of explanation from force level. So it seemed there wasn’t the buy-in at the 
start, because people couldn’t really see what the [force] view of it was […] at the start 
there was a real kind of distaste for it I suppose […] because there wasn’t the corporate 
message (RS13). 
  
This issue of having the project not only supported from the top, but also implemented by a 
committed team, was highlighted by a range of respondents. This issue was, however, identified and 
addressed early on in the project implementation because of the recognition that, for it to succeed,  
the experiment needed to be driven by “… a team of people who wanted to do it, believed in it and 
who were happy to do it. Rather than it put to people who have got to do it” (RS11). Even where 
some level of buy-in had been achieved, however, it needed to be re-invigorated as the RCT 
unfolded. This was a concern of a number of the respondents and they stressed the need to 
continuously engage in persuasion: 
It was going to happen anyway because we were going to make it happen, but we know 
that there is no point in having pressed people, and so there was an element of 
persuasion – ‘this is why you are doing it’, and ‘you are going to do it anyway so’ … It 
is [important through the implementation process to] remind them why it is good, why it 
is sensible, why we need to do this (RS01). 
 
 Another view is that behaviour change alone may lead to OL in the absence of a priori 
cognitive change: In this view, behaviour change works backwards into the system to shift 
cognition and potential organisational behaviour over time (Burke, 2002). This view was held by 
some of the respondents.  
I think certainly there needed to be more engagement [with staff] all the way through 
and a clearer mandate [from the organisation management] will do this. That is not to 
replace the attempt to win hearts and minds but to cover both sides of the equation. 
Some people respond to different things, some people respond because they agree with 
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it and they are being persuaded, other people won’t be persuaded and whether [they] 
agree or not they still have to do it (RS18). 
[O]ur higher ranking, our senior managers are aware of the benefits of the [the 
experiment]. And they have been supportive of the scheme, which has made my job 
easier to get things done, to say this has got the support of the very high rankings 
officers, in other words: ‘you will do it, it is not negotiable’ … it has been nice to say to 
line managers that this has the support of [top leadership] downwards are supporting 
this scheme (RS16). 
 
In this view, the ‘winning of hearts and minds’ may require an up-front directive that, through the 
process of being followed later, develops into a genuine shift in the underlying assumptions and 
values of implementing units. 
Double-loop organisational learning: In double-loop learning, entities question the underlying 
values, assumptions and policies on which actions are based. Modifications to actions need to be 
accompanied by modifications to underlying values and assumptions in order for double-loop 
learning to have taken place.  There is certainly ample evidence that individual mindsets or 
assumptions and values of those participating in the RCT were changed through the course of the 
experiment. 
I was sceptical at first. But seeing the good results… we have had some good results … 
That is my job … Yes, [the experimental intervention is aligned better with the strategy 
now]. More people are aware of it, more people get it. It’s the age old things with police 
officers they don’t like anything new. It is not new, it is two years old. People know 
about it, they understand it and yeah, it is much better here now (RS12).  
I was quite anti-it to begin with. As in, ‘Oh, this is an experiment: I don’t really like the 
sound of the kind of ethical grounding to it, it sounds as if we are just furthering the 
studies of the [University]’. I think [now] I have a far more open minded approach to 
evidence based policing, and I think that has come from [the experiment] really (RS08). 
 
There was also a clear sense that the RCT was more than a passing managerial ‘gimmick’ or ‘fad’: 
There is lots of different pilots. They happen and then they stop … they happen and 
then they stop … [for] somebody that is within the service it gets frustrating […] 
Whereas with this [the RCT], it is impressive, really to know … how everybody is 
looking to drive it forwards (RS05). 
Normally [in police pilot research] someone has an idea and then someone comes along 
and says can we get it to function, and if we can get it to function it becomes a fait 
accompli that it will then get done on a wider scale. There is usually very little rigour 
around testing the efficacy … so the reason we have [the experiment] rather than the 
pilot is that there is a greater focus on what works […] ‘what works’ is the mantra that 
kinda drives everything now (RS18). 
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 The implementing teams did not just feel that the RCT had played a role in changing their 
values and culture. Beyond this, they also saw it as their role not only to expand buy-in for the 
intervention, but also to shift values and culture to areas of the organisation not involved in the 
RCT: 
It is not as simple as simply sending a bunch of [OU1] on a course about [the 
experiment] and expecting that to work fluidly at first. There is some cultural changes 
that have to be overcome as well, within a large organisation. And I think we probably 
dealt with those [some way into the experiment] if I am honest (RS03). 
A lot of [the experiment] is an issue … of cultural change … selling and explaining and 
getting people just to want to do the right thing … Just to get officers not to be trying to 
damage it and off-rail it has been a huge task (RS10). 
In the general police officer population, I don’t think they were given the same amount 
of input that we were given, to change their culture (RS12). 
 
 At an organisational level, the shift from single-loop to double-loop learning aligned to a 
shift from an emphasis on RCT results (instrumental learning) to a later pre-occupation with 
understanding the implications of the RCT process as it unfolded (experiential learning; process use 
of research). This extended way beyond the boundaries of what the RCT was testing: 
We have learnt a whole lot about  […] … we are therefore is a much better place now if 
we were to start again, to do something much more effective, much slicker, much better. 
But of course that is going to be the way, you know. You don’t know until you start 
something … and maybe the [aligned strategy] will be a thousand time better because 
we have had a chance to experiment and watch and practice with [this experiment] 
(RS10). 
 
 My research suggests that the RCT provided ‘knowledge’ as an impetus for OL. 
Nonetheless, the knowledge provided from the RCT is a necessary, but not sufficient condition for 
OL: the learning needs to be operationalised at an organisational level. This was captured by the 
respondents who noted that organisational commitment had expanded over time. 
[P]eople have gone away realising actually what they have always assumed was the best 
thing to do wasn’t actually very effective, and it wasn’t a very good service to … the 
community, and there were other alternatives. Initially they would have thought: ‘Oh 
this is nonsense’; whereas now a lot of them are thinking ‘I see the rationale in that’. So 
I think [the experiment] has had a much wider impact. It has had an impact as being a 
change program for values in [the organisation] (RS10). 
I think [operational management] understand the strategy but I don’t think anyone is the 
organisation understands academic research or evidence based policing at the moment. 
There is very few of us that do, and that is only because we have been exposed to it 
through [the experiment]. But the tide of understanding is beginning to grow and in a 
few years it might be completely different. And it is [already] a bit different (RS09). 
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I know a lot of people had grumbles at the start because people don’t like change, 
ultimately , and this is asking a group of police officers to do something on top of what 
they normally do … but I think our opinions as police officers changed about it … it is 
actually quite rewarding to do (RS06). 
 
 So, some of the more fundamental organisational change may involve a process of 
‘unlearning’, of ‘forgetting’ (Hedberg, 1981; Tsang, 1997). This is because much of what 
organisations do is based on embedded routines and customs that may block the capacity for 
renewal (Nutley et al., 2007). Unlearning or “unfreezing” (Lewin, 1951) may be required before 
new learning can take place (Huber, 1991). This was further highlighted in the interviews. 
What we have learnt [about countering resistance is …] that starting off by looking at 
people’s beliefs as they are now and how they are flawed and then going onto an 
alternative and how the alternative might be better is quite a good route to take. You 
have almost got to deconstruct one view before you can reconstruct a new view. (RS10) 
So just because someone is experienced in a job doesn’t mean that they are a good 
mentor. And sometimes it can be the opposite since they are institutionalised and ‘their 
way is the right way’, and they are not very open to change (RS17). 
 
 Learning how to improve OL – deutero learning (Argyris and Schőn, 1996) – has also been 
a key preoccupation of the respondents in the interviews. This was couched in the terms of learning 
about evidence based policing, at individual, unit and organisational levels. There was a clear 
interest of the respondents on the capacity of the RCT to focus attention on generating individual 
learning about evidence based policing. 
How many players [in the experiment], it would be lovely to add up … because they 
have all had to buy into the risk of this thing … all of them have needed to understand 
why we are doing it. To get to that understanding they have had to engage in learning 
and that learning is really valuable to how they see their career as a police officer … the 
traditional view that everything we do is right is challenged, methodology is taught, 
how you evaluate things is taught. It rebalances the craft science debate a bit as well 
where ‘we always know best’ to, ‘in actual fact sometimes we don’t always know best’ 
(RS01). 
 
 A specific theme to emerge was how individual experiential learning relates to evidence 
based policing and to how an RCT may be implemented. 
I have learnt what an academic trial is … I have learnt some important management 
lessons on how to get this over to reluctant members of staff… And I have got a real 
commitment now to evidence based policing … (RS09). 
[The experiment] makes me think a lot more deeply about likely outcomes (RS15). 
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In addition to this, the implementation process provided numerous opportunities for increasing the 
level of professionalism of police officers involved in the project. The value of this was seen to 
extend beyond the project and potentially comprise a model for learning and teaching within the 
organisation:  
[The monitoring of the implementation process of the experiment] actually became 
quite a useful piece of a learning tool – and teaching tool. That actually might become a 
bit of a template for stuff we do outside of [the experiment] now. Certainly something 
that we have pitched to our [organisation department] is this idea that using qualitative 
data, which we code and then feedback to people can help increase professionalism - 
not necessarily a target - but more a process of learning. So that’s certainly been very 
useful (RS18). 
I would think, without intending it, there has been some unintended mentoring and 
tutoring of officers (RS14). 
   
Further, the RCT was seen to have played a role in creating an organisation that is open to learning 
to learn as an end in itself, beyond the results of the specific RCT findings: 
I think [the organisation] should learn that we need more evidence based policing within 
the organisation whether that be locally or nationally. And I think [the organisation 
leadership] should give time for projects such as these to be run properly, rather than 
trying to tack it on to someone’s day job (RS09).  
[The organisation] can learn from [the experiment] as a randomised experiment, and 
that is the way forwards for the police is to – before doing things – [ask] ‘are you doing 
it for the right reasons and good reasons?’ … ‘[would] those reasons stand up to 
scrutiny?’ Because all too often we do things [just because] we have got a feeling it 
works or [someone] reckons it’s a good idea… (RS15). 
  
This relates to the Huber’s distinction between OL aligned with a specific adaptation and OL 
associated with enhancing organisational adaptability or “flexibility”. This was articulated as 
follows: 
[T]here is something coming in with this that says the police should be more scientific 
and should be more of a professionalised institution … So [the experiment] is not just 
about evaluating a new measure – it is about a way of operating (RS18). 
So we should take an evidence based approach to what works, i.e. we use what works, 
we test what looks promising and I think there is something magnanimous, culturally 
magnanimous – equivalent to a professor of medicine in a hospital working on a 
particular cancer gene for example. Where the hospital accept that nothing that 
professor is doing is going to reduce waiting times or the amount of patients that 
hospital receives or effect their budget, but where they recognise that that addition to 
medical knowledge is beneficial to all around the world. And I think that is the direction 
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that the police need to move into. And that [the experiment] would be an example of 
something similar to that … It fuels a debate around evidence about what is the best 
way to prevent more victims of crime in the future (RS01). 
 
As (Huber, 1991, p. 93) suggests, organisational experiments are "generally directed toward 
enhancing adaptation, while maintaining organisational experiments is generally directed toward 
enhancing adaptability.” As some of my respondents suggested: 
[There is] a broader issue about the way we want to work as well. We want to 
encourage finding out what works in policing and this is the way we want to be working 
more [in the organisation] (RS10). 
Depending on what the findings say, from the hard data at the end… there is something 
to be said around; do we do this more? Do we replicate? Do we push it through to phase 
two …? And that is what I want, I want every experiment just to be a launch into 
making an evidence based approach part of the DNA of [the organisation] (RS01). 
 
Meeting the challenge of moving the organisation in the direction of adaptability through the 
experience of the implementation of the RCT was not taken for granted however: 
…we have also learnt about doing experiments … how do we harness that enthusiasm 
to take the force on and continue working in this way, rather than finish[ing] [the 
experiment] and everyone going back to normal business? ‘We have been in a little 
bubble for a bit, but now we are back to normal police work’? It is actually about trying 
to change the course of the organisation a bit as well. And, oh heck, I am not quite sure 
how we are going to do that (RS10). 
 
The need for organisations to adapt rapidly in a rapidly changing or competitive environment is 
associated with the concept of “experimenting organisations”, which strive for adaptability and not 
just short term adaptation to a specific context (Huber, 1991; Starbuck, 1984). Operation Turning 
Point was seen to have played a role in creating an organisation that is open to learning to learn as 
an end in itself, beyond the results of the specific RCT findings. 
Organisational Memory 
Huber (1991) argues that OL requires changed cognition and potential organisational behaviour. In 
this view, lessons learnt have the potential to impact future organisational behaviour and constitute 
the organisational memory (Huber, 1991). Huber argues that OL has occurred if “through its 
processing of information, the range of its potential behaviours changed” (Huber, 1991, p. 89). The 
organisational memory is the cumulative information and knowledge that the organisation has 
acquired and retained (Huber, 1991). The organisational memory is a dynamic resource that 
comprises human (soft) and technical (hard) repositories of data and information (Huber, 1991).  
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OL involves “evidence that knowledge has been gained through experience and/or when changes in 
behavior are a result of experience” (Argote, 1999).  Harnessing the learning about evidence based 
policing from the RCT – committing it to the organisational memory – was a theme that was 
captured by a number of the respondents: 
I think the challenge for the force is: Is it a one-off that the impact fades quite rapidly 
over time. Or is it something we can harness and we can continue? And we can foster? 
Which is quite hard. And that is an organisational issue [beyond individuals or the 
experiment itself], really (RS10). 
I guess really just having from the very beginning, have considerable thought about a 
learning process would have been important to have … To … just look and say: What 
are we learning? Who needs to know about this? What do we need to change? That 
would be a good way of doing business … I [wish that we had kept] a little diary about 
changes and decision-making. Which I haven’t done, but it would be great to be able to 
look back now, because some of the changes we have made I am sure I have forgotten 
about  … because we are all so focused on the present … I am not appreciating like I 
should do, not just how much work it has taken, but how much adaptation on our way to 
get to where we are now (RS10). 
 
 Tsang (1997) argues that definitions that focus on actual observable behavioural change 
inadequately take into account the “long time lag between the time when knowledge is acquired and 
when it is put into practice”. Further, he suggests that it is therefore “not advisable for descriptive 
studies to incorporate actual behaviour change in their definitions” (Tsang, 1997, p. 77). Certainly, 
it is not possible to conclusively suggest that the Operation Turning Point RCT has generated 
observable change within the target organisation at the time the research was conducted. What can 
be argued, however, is that the RCT has significantly impacted the organisational memory and 
changed the range of potential behaviours of the organisation. 
4.3 Summary of Findings 
From the foregoing analysis it becomes clear that a significant amount of knowledge was acquired 
through the Operation Turning Point RCT at both individual and organisational unit level. The 
knowledge generated largely related to the experience of the implementation of the RCT, and was 
largely disseminated by and captured within the individuals involved in the experiment. Data 
systems, formal meetings and interim results provided hard repositories of learning captured within 
the organisational memory. These increased the absorptive capacity of the target organisation and 
enhanced its potential for double-loop OL. 
My case study suggests that RCTs have the potential to profoundly impact OL through the 
entire process of knowledge acquisition, dissemination, interpretation and organisational change. 
On the one hand, the value of policing RCTs lies in their ability to provide hard evidence – results  
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–  of ‘what works’ in policing. In this view, the success of RCTs is measured at an organisational 
level by their ability to provide results that support the strategic direction of the organisation and 
provide organisational decision-makers with a rationale to shift direction. My respondents 
suggested that limited or weak evidence is easily trumped by politically motivated decisions: strong 
evidence – such as that provided by RCTs – is needed to gain political support for something which 
is both potentially highly valuable and potentially highly unpopular.   
 On the other hand, my research demonstrates that RCTs are potentially powerful change 
processes that serve to generate OL in the absence of results. I found that the process of 
implementing an RCT provides fertile ground for generating productive reasoning and changing 
underlying organisational values and assumptions. The value of experiential learning and process 
research use from RCTs lies in their potential to expand organisational absorptive capacity and 
double-loop OL. In the case of Operation Turning Point, experiential learning from the RCT has 
shifted underlying values and assumptions at a team level and has entered the organisational 
memory. 
 I have identified five main findings from this part of my PhD research. First, the external 
context counts and potentially influences the entire process of OL from the characteristics of the 
RCT to the knowledge acquisition, dissemination, interpretation, organisational memory and 
change processes. Second, experiential learning from an RCT potentially expands productive 
reasoning. Third, RCTs support specific organisational adaptations, but also may enhance 
organisational adaptability. Fourth, RCTs may enhance organisations ability to learn about learning 
(deutero learning). Fifth, OL may be embedded at team level in the organisational memory. I 
discuss these five findings below. 
1. The external context counts 
I found, first, that elements of the external context were central in determining the role the RCT 
played in OL in the target organisation. Specifically, the extent to which the intervention aligns with 
the overarching strategic direction of the organisation and the organisational field is critical to 
determining the level of top leadership support for the intervention. In my study, the sweeping 
policy changes happening at a national level played a role in the way the RCT was supported in the 
target organisation and at team level.  
 Second, the broader economic and political context of austerity, and the need to demonstrate 
approaches that offer value for money – not only cheaper, but also smarter and better – required that 
the intervention demonstrated relative advantage compared to the business-as-usual approach. In the 
absence of results to support this, the RCT was only able to impact significantly on the learning of 
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agents engaged in its implementation. ‘Selling’ the message from Operation Turning Point beyond 
the implementing units was understood to be dependent on a formal set of positive results once 
Operation Turning Point had run its course. Formal results were seen to be essential to moving the 
intervention forward: only if the RCT demonstrated the effectiveness of the intervention – the 
results were positive – would it be considered valuable. If positive, the organisation would almost 
certainly use the research to further the police strategic agenda. 
2. Experiential learning from an RCT potentially expands productive reasoning 
I found that the RCT had significant value well beyond its formal findings or results. This related to 
the experiential learning respondents associated with the process of implementation. Experiential 
learning – the constant conversion of tacit to explicit knowledge – was abundant, ongoing and 
welcome within the RCT. For example, formal and informal training and articulating and sharing 
lessons all allowed new knowledge associated with the RCT to become embedded within the 
implementing units as normal procedure over the course of the Operation Turning Point RCT. 
Moreover, the collective process of ‘doing’ and communication demonstrated a willingness to 
admit difficulties, own up to mistakes, and retain a commitment to scientific rigour, reflecting 
Model II theory-in-use and productive reasoning. 
3. RCTs support specific adaptations, but may enhance organisational adaptability 
The need for organisations to adapt rapidly in a rapidly changing or competitive environment is 
associated with the concept of adaptability and openness to experimentation. This relates to a 
distinction in OL theory between OL aligned with a specific adaptation and OL associated with 
enhancing organisational adaptability or flexibility.  My research found that the interviewees placed 
as much emphasis, if not more, on the concept of learning how to be adaptable as an organisation as 
they did on the adaptation of specific practice based on the results of the RCT. This was linked to 
the need to be more flexible and responsive in light of the increasingly complex role played by 
police.  
 Operation Turning Point served not only to expand the knowledge base for the 
implementation of the specific RCT intervention; it also impacted the organisation’s existing level 
of flexibility and absorptive capacity.  Respondents suggested, for example, that over and above the 
trial of the experimental intervention itself, unanticipated and oblique learning had taken place 
related to other elements of the implementation process. The research process and design required 
individuals and implementing units to suspend business-as-usual practices and reflect on both the 
business-as-usual practices and the experimental alternative. This form of process learning also 
opened up a space for critical reflection on business-as-usual practices in general – not just those 
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that were being challenged in the RCT. Throughout the interviews, participants highlighted a 
perceptible shift within the implementing team towards questioning of existing routines and 
incorporating scientific enquiry as an organisational goal.  
4. RCTs may enhance organisations’ ability to learn about learning (deutero learning) 
In the interviews, learning about learning is couched in terms of learning about evidence based 
policing – at individual, unit and organisational levels. The respondents highlighted the role of the 
RCT in driving forward a broader organisational commitment to evidence based policing in general: 
not only ‘what works’, but also ‘why it works’. The respondents emphasised the role of the RCT in 
expanding the professional capacity of individuals and the ability of individuals and teams to 
recognise, assimilate and apply new knowledge. This strongly suggests that while the initial 
motivation for the research may have been based on a reflexive adaptive response to identifying a 
mismatch between stated goals and outcomes, the nature of the research process drove a 
commitment to expanding the organisational capacity for experimentation, productive reasoning 
and double-loop learning. 
5. Organisational learning may be embedded at team level in the organisational memory 
In order to become organisational, learning must be embedded in the people or in the artefacts of 
the organisation. I found that the design and extended roll-out of the RCT necessitated learning 
from it becoming embedded within the implementing organisational units for the duration of the 
RCT’s existence. In this sense, the invented solution was produced and tested over the course of 
Operation Turning Point. My data suggest that the RCT started to feel like normal routine to a 
number of the respondents. It had become embedded in the people and processes in those areas in 
which it was implemented and changed the range of potential behaviours of the organisation.  
Results from the RCT are needed, however, to realise that potential and ‘sell’ the project within the 
organisation beyond the learning at a team level. While significant and meaningful change in values 
had taken place within the project teams, only hard results would allow these changes to be 
operationalised – to become organisational. The implementing teams have effectively become the 
repository of organisational memory – and they are the key to unlocking the broader learning at 
such time as the organisation is ready to accept the RCT results. 
My study has revealed some interesting findings, but it is not without limitations in addition 
to those highlighted in Chapter Three. First, the internal validity of the study is dependent on 
closely linking the analysis of the qualitative data back to the theoretical constructs and findings 
identified in the other elements of the research strategy.  A key challenge in this phase of the 
research relate to the interpretation of the data in light of the constructs, because the interview 
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questions didn’t specifically and directly address the research questions and hypotheses in my PhD 
study, and the data were not gathered using the constructs identified. The language used has been 
interpreted through proxy terminology (see Table 2 in Chapter Three) to allow the data to feed back 
to my constructs, questions and hypotheses. There is a risk, therefore, that this interpretation has 
missed some key points or misinterpreted others. I have overcome this threat by using multiple data 
points to support any given argument. 
 Overall, the value of an RCT to OL in a policing organisation lies significantly beyond the 
narrow instrumental view of the learning from research results. The emphasis on results in 
experiments in policing to date has been heavily weighted to understanding how best to manage 
research results and communicate them once a formal report has been prepared. The process, 
conceptual and strategic use of research has been a neglected area. This research study has 
demonstrated that understanding what is going on inside the ‘black box’ of OL provides an 
extremely valuable contribution to understanding the role of RCTs in changing and shifting policing 
practice and in incorporating a commitment to a scientific approach in the policing profession.  
My exploratory study of OL and Operation Turning Point affirmed the relevance of the 
theoretical attribute and OL process constructs associated with the delivery of an RCT in a police 
setting, and supported the development of the heuristic OL Framework (see Figure 1, Chapter 1). 
To explore my topic further, I used this Framework to develop a series of hypotheses framed within 
my overarching research questions (provided in section 1.2.2.). In Chapter Five I discuss the 
development and piloting of the POL-RCT Survey which operationalises the OL Framework 
constructs to test my ten hypotheses. I explain how I tested the POL-RCT Survey for face validity 
and content validity, and established the internal reliability of my measures. In Chapter Six I discuss 
the results of my hypothesis tests of the relationships between the constructs measured in the POL-
RCT Survey and the construct validity of Survey. 
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Chapter Five. Methods 2: Development and Pilot Testing of the POL-RCT Process Survey 
5.1 Introduction 
It may be relatively easy to observe single-loop OL, which requires no more than a reflex 
organisational response to a perceived error, but OL theory suggests that double-loop OL requires 
changes to the cognition of organisational members and for new knowledge to enter the 
organisational memory. Perhaps unsurprisingly, as Shipton (2006) notes, it is much easier to 
measure single-loop learning than double-loop learning. Theorists have pointed out that because 
much of OL remains in the tacit ‘cognitive space’, measuring OL is very difficult (Lipshitz et al., 
2007) and this has led to a lack of empirical research in support of OL theories in general (Argote 
and Miron-Spektor, 2011). Further, because of the “long time lag between the time when 
knowledge is acquired and when it is put into practice” (Tsang, 1997, p. 77) OL theorists caution 
against actual behaviour change being used to measure OL. 
I have taken up the challenge of measuring OL by focusing on the attributes of the RCT and 
the elements of the processes involved. I have developed a theoretically grounded measure of OL 
and pilot tested it in a ‘real world’ setting: an RCT in a police organisation. This chapter describes 
the development and piloting of the Policing and Randomised Controlled Trials Process Survey 
(POL-RCT Survey). Together with the correlational analysis presented in Chapter Six, I 
demonstrate that it is possible to measure OL through a reliable and valid survey that measures the 
attributes and processes of an RCT. The survey instrument may be of use to academics and police 
practitioners who wish to measure OL from the implementation of an RCT in diverse police 
organisational field settings. 
The POL-RCT Survey is designed around the factors that both theory and evidence suggest 
are relevant to OL. Specifically, the POL-RCT Survey comprises a correlational survey that aims to 
gather data to statistically test the relationship between (i) the dimensions and attributes of RCT 
processes and (ii) the OL constructs and subconstructs identified in the OL literature in Chapter 
Two and explored in my case study of Operation Turning Point in Chapter Four. The survey seeks 
to examine the way in which attributes of the RCT are associated with the OL processes related to 
(i) knowledge acquisition, (ii) knowledge dissemination, (iii) knowledge interpretation, (iv) 
organisational memory and (v) organisational change (Huber, 1991). As previously discussed, the 
model (OL Framework) on which the survey is based is not presented as a linear or causal 
relationship between the factors of interest. Rather, the elements of the OL process are necessary 
conditions that interact in iterative and uncertain ways. 
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In this chapter I describe the development of the POL-RCT Survey instrument and 
demonstrate the practical application of the survey in a police research field setting through a 
presentation of the descriptive statistics of the pilot survey. In the sections below, I describe the 
development, pretesting and distribution of the questionnaire. I provide a description of the data 
analysis phase including the units of analysis, the cleaning and coding of data and the approach to 
statistical analysis. I report the descriptive statistics and reliability tests for each of the stand-alone 
items and scales. 
5.2. Development of the POL-RCT Survey 
The constructs associated with the OL processes were derived from within the OL literature 
overview in Chapter Two and were explored through the in-depth interview findings in Chapter 
Four. These constructs and their associated subconstructs create the basis for operationalising the 
dependent variables in the POL-RCT Survey to permit data collection. As Hagan (2006, p. 18) 
suggests, constructs can be “qualitative, sensitizing / global notions”, or, “they can be converted 
into variables through operationalization”. The conversion of the constructs into measurable 
variables allows for analysis that statistically tests the associations between the variables. 
As was the case in my qualitative study of Operation Turning Point, the constructs 
associated with the attributes of the RCT include: ‘Who’ initiated and funded the RCT, ‘What’ the 
RCT was about, ‘Where’ and ‘When’ it took place, ‘How’ problematic it was to implement and the 
quality of the research process, and ‘Why’ it was implemented. The constructs associated with the 
OL processes include (i) knowledge acquisition and dissemination, and the subconstructs, 
experiential learning and absorptive capacity; (ii) knowledge interpretation, including the 
subconstructs productive and defensive reasoning, and research use; and (iii) single- and double-
loop learning, organisational memory and realised organisational change. 
The survey was designed to explicitly capture the factors that may play a role in OL during 
the implementation of an RCT. The survey tests the extent to which the attributes and context of an 
RCT in a police organisation are associated with the other OL processes. It also explores how these 
processes interact. As Templeton (2002 p. 190) suggests, “[s]ince organisations cannot perceive 
[these] phenomena, individuals may be (and commonly are) surveyed as its proxy.” In line with 
this, my POL-RCT Survey is designed to measure police officers’ perceptions of the OL constructs 
and subconstructs in their organisation (Templeton 2002).  
The items and scales 
Where possible I used and adapted existing scale items and scales from other relevant research that 
had already been tested for reliability and validity in order to increase the reliability and validity of 
88 
 
my measures (Hyman, Lamb and Bulmer, 2006; Miller, 1991). The survey scales and items were 
largely derived from pre-existing measures in non-criminological academic disciplines including 
public policy, commerce and human resources. They were not derived from any single existing 
body of research into OL because no individual survey exists that captures the full scope of my OL 
Framework and its associated constructs. Rather, I conducted an extensive scan of the existing 
literature which included surveys developed to measure OL, organisational development, research 
use and translation, organisational innovation, and organisational change. Examples of relevant 
literature included: Grieco, Vovak and Lum (2014); Funk et al (1991); Garvin, Edmondson, and 
Gino (2008); Goh (2003); Ouimet, Landry, Ziam and Bedard (2009); Jbilou, Amara and Landry 
(2007); Higgins, Ishimaru, Holcombe and Fowler (2012); Templeton (2002); Lester (1993) and 
Hult and Ferrell (1997). The relevance of each of the scales I selected to measure my research 
constructs is discussed in Section 5.5 below where I report on the descriptive statistics from the 
pilot survey. 
From within the body of published research I located multiple measures for most of the 
constructs including a full list of scale items, a discussion of scale reliability, and measures with 
robust Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities (Cronbach, 1951)14. A construct table is provided in Appendix 
D which provides the original items and scale for each of the constructs as derived from the 
literature together with the original Cronbach’s alpha for that scale (where available). It also 
provides the items and scales as modified for the POL-RCT Survey and the Cronbach’s alpha for 
the pilot POL-RCT Survey results. I modified the items to fit the context of a generic police 
organisation and RCT research processes. I also created stand-alone multiple choice, multiple 
response and dichotomous items, some scale items – and some scales – when I could not find 
anything to fit my specific requirements. For example, my semantic differential scales of 
perceptions of the external context for policing and the relative advantage of testing the intervention 
through an RCT (‘Advantage of testing’) were scales developed based on my understanding of the 
constructs. 
The scale items comprise closed-ended structured questions. The items that comprise the 
scales are measured mostly on 5-point response scales (Likert, 1932) and 6-point semantic 
differential response scales (Berg, 2007; Hagan, 2006). In the case of the Likert scales, I attempted 
to avoid response sets by reversing some scale items in the questionnaire (Hagan, 2006). Every 
effort was made to limit the number of items included in the final instrument to only those that 
ensured sufficient coverage of the research questions. Nonetheless, it is essential to ensure adequate 
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 Scales that have been tested in other contexts and found to be internally reliable should be used when possible to 
increase the reliability of the research (Hyman et al, 2006; Miller, 1991). 
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breadth and depth of coverage by measuring different facets of certain subconstructs using multiple 
items. Further, certain items in the survey need to be “interlocked” to allow for a cross check of 
construct validity and accuracy of responses (Hagan, 2006, p 175).   
Pretesting the POL-RCT Survey 
I developed a first draft of the survey based on the full list of potential items and scales associated 
with the subconstructs, listing as many items as were relevant at first pass. These were arranged 
loosely into survey format. Two senior police practitioners (one from the United Kingdom and one 
from the United States) and two social science researchers from UQ with substantial experience in 
experimental research and survey design assessed the scale items and scales and recommended 
those they thought were easiest to understand and comprised the best indicators of the subconstructs 
in the policing context. In this way, the items and scales were selected through a collaborative 
process involving the systematic elimination of those items and scales that were considered less 
promising and most difficult to understand.  
 Items that were retained were selected and modified based on recommendations of this 
group of advisors so that the number of items could realistically be completed within fifteen to 
twenty minutes. This shorter version of the generic survey was re-tested by social scientists from 
UQ and subsequently finalised and uploaded to Qualtrics Survey Software based on this input. As a 
pre-pilot, the survey link was emailed to five senior police who had previously led policing RCTs in 
different contexts and three surveys were completed (one from New Zealand Police, one from 
Queensland Police and one from Jersey City, USA). No obvious defects were detected, but 
comments that it was “a bit lengthy” from one of these officers led me to remove two of the scales 
that were somewhat repetitive. The first related to absorptive capacity and the second to research 
use. 
The generic POL-RCT Survey was then modified specifically for administration to police 
officers from the Queensland Police Service who had been involved in the implementation of the 
Queensland Community Engagement Trial (QCET) RCT
 
which took place in Brisbane, Australia in 
2010/11. The QCET tested whether an alternative approach to the administration of stationary 
random breath testing (RBTs)
15
 by police would impact public perceptions of police legitimacy (see 
Mazerolle, Bennett, Antrobus and Eggins, 2012). A second and third round of testing and 
modifying resulted in the final draft version based on rolling input from six PhD colleagues. 
Finally, three staff of the Research Committee section of the Queensland Police Service reviewed 
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 According to Mazerolle, et al (2012), “RBT stationary operations are standard police practice in Australian 
jurisdictions. They involve police setting up roadblocks and then randomly pulling cars over into the roadblock zone to 
test drivers’ alcohol levels. A handheld machine that calibrates levels of alcohol concentration is used by the police to 
assess whether or not (and to what extent) drivers are driving under the influence of alcohol.” 
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and commented on the final draft. Comments received included issues related to appropriateness of 
certain questions, language, style, length, clarity of concepts, and user-friendliness. For example, I 
was asked to remove an item on the nature of compromises police leaders may make when making 
strategic decisions, on the basis that it would be inappropriate to ask junior officers to comment on 
their leadership’s need to compromise. I was advised that my use of the term ‘randomised 
controlled field trial’ might cause some confusion and that it should be replaced by ‘field 
experiment’. I was also asked to include a ‘Don’t know’ category to the items Q20 and Q25 (which 
asked respondents their views about QPS’s openness to experimentation before and after QCET 
respectively) based on the likelihood that some respondents would not be able to answer the 
questions.  
The final QCET POL-RCT Survey 
The final QCET POL-RCT Survey comprised six sections, and 140 items (see Appendix C).   
 Section A, ‘You and QCET’ captured the job title and district the officers were in when 
QCET was implemented as well as the extent of their involvement in the RCT (i.e., the 
number of QCET RBT operations each officer was involved in).  
 Section B, ‘General Perceptions of Policing Research’, captured data on the general 
orientation of the officer towards field experiments.  
 Section C, ‘General Perceptions of QCET’ captured the officers’ perceptions of the QCET 
RCT, its findings, usefulness and relevance and its ease of implementation. It also captured 
their understanding of who initiated and funded it, why it was implemented, its scope, and 
the policing context
16
.  
 Sections D, and F, ‘Perceptions of QPS Before and After the QCET Field Experiment’, 
sought to test officers’ views of their organisation’s use of research to inform policy and the 
extent to which they thought the QCET RCT influenced the organisation in terms of 
orientation towards experimentation (absorptive capacity), productive and defensive 
reasoning, and knowledge sharing.  
 Section E, ‘Perceptions of QPS During the QCET Field Experiment’ captured officers’ 
perceptions of the nature of knowledge exchange in the organisation during the experiment, 
and the tendency of QPS to enact defensive routines. 
                                                 
16
 Three scales were added to assist a colleague with her separate research into QCET. These questions were not tied to 
the OL Framework or my study.  This included a scale on procedural justice entered into Section C. “General 
Perceptions of QCET’, Q16. A seventh section, Section G, ‘You and QPS’, Q36 and Q37 asked the officers to identify 
the level of organisation they identified with the most, their organisational attachment and confidence in their own 
authority. The Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities for the Q16 scale (Cronbach’s α = 0.43), and Q37 (Cronbach’s α = 0.15) 
were low. This is in sharp contrast the high level of reliability of the other scales in the survey. Rather than reflecting a 
lack of robustness of these scales in general, this may indicate the extent to which the scales were incongruous with the 
thematic content of the survey. 
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5.3 Administration of the pilot POL-RCT Survey 
There were approximately eighty police involved on the roadside during implementation of the 
QCET. Of these, 52 were Traffic Officers and the others were mainly General Duties constables
17
. I 
had established through discussions with Officers in Charge of the relevant stations that given the 
lag of four years between the implementation of QCET and the pilot POL-RCT Survey, of the 
original 52 officers, seven had left the QPS were retired or deceased. Another nine had moved to 
other units/stations, although I located and administered the survey to two of these officers. In total, 
I accessed N=31 of the population of 52 Traffic Officers who had been involved in the QCET RCT, 
that is, 60% of the total. The pilot survey was administered to these 31 officers
18
.   
With a very small population of officers involved in QCET, I was concerned with accessing as 
many respondents as possible to ensure that I had a sufficient sample to run my pilot survey data 
analysis. As such, I had aimed for a minimum of N=30. Because the survey was to be piloted with 
local police, it was easy enough for me to access the police in person and I decided to hand deliver 
the hard-copy surveys to maximise my response rate. Twenty-five questionnaires were completed 
and handed back to me on the same day. I left six questionnaires at one of the police stations and 
they were completed by the officers and returned to me by post.  
5.4. Data analysis 
Units of analysis 
Individual respondents comprise the unit of analysis and those items and scales that elicited the 
attitude or opinion of the respondent have been analysed based on individual unit of analysis. 
However, individual respondents were also asked to make ecometric assessments (Raudenbush and 
Sampson, 1999) and respond as representatives of the organisation of which they are a member. For 
the purposes of my thesis, individual responses that are designed to capture these ecometric 
processes have been used to provide a ‘generic’ organisational level view of the role of the RCT in 
OL. 
Cleaning and recoding the data 
SPSS was used to analyse the survey data. The data were cleaned during this first “marginal run” of 
the data (Hagan, 2006, p. 370). I checked for missing data and recoded the ‘Don’t know’ responses 
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 In preliminary discussions with Officers in Charge of the stations they indicated that the General Duties Officers 
involved in the implementation of QCET would be difficult to locate because they were usually junior first year 
Constables who were pulled onto the RCT line for their own experience. Most were no longer based at the station they 
had been at when QCET was implemented. The General Duties officers had largely only been involved in a junior 
capacity on the RBT line and most were only involved in one QCET RBT. I decided that I would focus my efforts on 
surveying Traffic Officers who the OICs could more easily broker me access to. 
18
 My sample comprised 26 Traffic Officers, one GD Officer, one Inspector, and three Officers in Charge. 
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as missing. Individual scale items in positively phrased scales that that were negatively coded were 
recoded to align with the positive direction of the scales. Two whole scales that were negatively 
coded were maintained as negatively coded for the purposes of analysis such that they reflected the 
responses as provided. 
 There was very little missing data in my dataset which may have resulted from the short 
length of the survey, personal delivery of the hard copy surveys, and a personal request for the 
officers to answer all questions to the best of their ability. Items that had more than one missing 
value included:  
Q8: “Based on your understanding, who primarily initiated QCET …”: (2 missing) = 6.5% missing. 
Q9: “From a policing point of view, what was the socio-political climate like when QCET was 
implemented”: Q9_1 (3 missing) +Q9_2 (3 missing) + Q9_3 (3 missing) + Q9_4 (4 missing) + 
Q9_5 (2 missing) = 9.7% missing. 
Q12: “Which best describes the policing intervention QCET tested …”:  Q12_1 (3 missing) + 
Q12_2 (3 missing) + Q12_3 (3 missing) = 9.7% missing. 
Q26: “AFTER completion of the QCET experiment, QPS leadership …”: Q26_4 (2 missing) = 
6.7% missing. 
Q33: “Thinking of QPS, do you think the factors below impeded the expansion of the QCET 
approach to RBTs …”: Q33_1 (2 missing) + Q33_2 (2 missing) + Q33_3 (2 missing) + Q33_4 (2 
missing) + Q33_5 (2 missing) + Q33_6 (2 missing) = 6.5% missing. 
 
To test for the extent of missingness, I conducted a Little’s MCAR test. Over 25 iterations, 
the EM (Expectation-Maximisation) tolerance based on the full set of variables indicated that 
0.001% of items were missing from the dataset. A non-significant Little’s MCAR test, χ2= 388.36 
(df=2580, p = .10) indicated that the data were missing completely at random (Little, 1988). Despite 
the rule of thumb for missing data of <5% (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001), given my small sample 
size, missing values needed to be dealt with in the analysis
19
. Based on 1% missing completely at 
random, I was able to run a series of EM imputations for each scale that had missing values to 
impute the missing values and enter these into my dataset to increase the statistical reliability of my 
analysis.  
Univariate item level analysis 
Descriptive univariate statistics (frequencies, proportions, measures of central tendency and 
standard deviation) for each survey item were generated as a first pass analysis of the data. This 
involved the production of graphical representation of the data for each item, including frequency 
bar charts which allowed for an initial assessment of issues relating to variability, skewness and 
kurtosis (Agresti and Franklin, 2013).  
 
                                                 
19
 I recoded the ‘Don’t Know’ category in Q20 and Q2519 as missing so that it was excluded from the analysis. 
93 
 
Univariate scale level analysis 
I created twenty new variables from each of the Likert and semantic differential scales included in 
the POL-RCT Survey by summing the item responses in each scale and then dividing by the 
number of items to get a mean score for the scale as a whole. I then generated histograms to 
graphically represent the data for each of the constructs. The items, scales and figures are provided 
in Appendix E. 
5.5 Descriptive statistics 
The development of the survey questions and scales is described in detail in the remainder of this 
Chapter. Descriptive statistics for each of the stand-alone multiple choice, multiple response and 
dichotomous questions, Likert scales, and semantic differential scales are presented along with a 
description of the measures. These descriptive statistics include frequency of responses and mean 
response associated with each of the constructs that make up the OL dimensions in my research: 
external context and attributes, knowledge acquisition and dissemination, knowledge interpretation, 
and organisational memory and change
20
. Short definitions of the constructs are provided in 
Appendix D. 
5.5.1 RCT context and attributes 
The first dimension in the OL Framework is the context and attributes dimension which focuses on 
the external context and attributes of the RCT. The context and attributes dimension constructs 
describe the attributes of the RCT, including its ‘External context’ (When), ‘Who’, ‘What’, ‘Why’, 
‘Where’ and ‘How’ as outlined in Section 2.3.1. I discuss each of these constructs below along with 
the descriptive statistics generated from the pilot POL-RCT Survey. 
External context 
The POL-RCT measure of ‘External context’ (Appendix E, Figure E1) sought to capture 
perceptions of the nature of the policing context at the time QCET was in operation. This construct 
subsumes the attribute, ‘When’; that is, the socio-political and historical context. I developed this 
scale and tested it for face validity on colleagues at the Institute for Social Science Research (ISSR), 
UQ. The mean score was calculated by adding the item scores and dividing by the number of items. 
OL theory suggests that low scores would indicate that respondents were more likely to recognise 
organisational ‘error’ within the socio-political context – that is, the need to adapt to meet external 
                                                 
20
 In the pilot POL-RCT Survey, there are two demographic variables that provide data on the officer position, police 
District (N is not reported for confidentiality) and two variables that measure the extent of involvement in the QCET 
RCT respectively. Nearly half (N=15) of the respondents had only been involved in one RCT; N=12 had been involved 
in between two and ten RCTs; and N=3 had been involved in more than ten. 
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challenges (Argyris, 1994; Huber, 1991). To gauge their perceptions, the respondents were asked to 
select a point on a 6-point semantic differential scale closest to their opinion. Higher scores would 
indicate that respondents were less likely to perceive the need for change to address error. The mean 
for the ‘External context’ scale was M = 3.57; SD = .85, indicating that the respondents overall did 
not perceive the need for change to address error (Appendix E, Figure E2).  
‘Who’ 
The respondents were asked a single multiple choice question as to who they thought had initiated 
QCET. N=14 said they thought QCET had been initiated by The University of Queensland 
researchers; N=3 said it had been initiated by QPS and N=11 indicated that they didn’t know. 
Respondents were asked who had funded QCET: N=20 indicated that they didn’t know, N=8 
indicated that it was externally funded and only N=2 thought it had been partly funded by QPS. I 
originally planned to use ‘Who’ as an independent variable to explore whether a different response 
to this question between those who thought it was QPS-led and those who thought it was led from 
outside QPS would generate a difference in response across the other constructs in the OL 
dimensions. However, due to the large number of ‘Don’t Know’ responses I was unable to run any 
further meaningful analysis against either of the ‘Who’ variables. What is clear, however, is that the 
QCET RCT was viewed by most respondents – by those who provided a response – to be an 
externally initiated and sponsored initiative. 
‘Typology’ (‘What’) 
Respondents were asked to provide their assessment, on a 6-point semantic differential scale, of 
QCET’s relevance in terms of ‘What’ the intervention meant for their organisation in terms of 
change: that is, whether it was related to a narrow tactic or a broad strategic shift indicating major 
implications for organisational change. I created the ‘Typology’ scale (Appendix E, Figure E3) for 
the POL-RCT Survey and tested it on colleagues at ISSR for face validity. The mean score was 
calculated by adding the item scores and dividing by the number of items. Lower scores reflected 
the view that the RCT involved deep changes to organisational mission and or operations and 
higher scores reflected the view that it involved small adjustments to operations (see Rogers, 1995). 
The mean for the ‘Typology’ construct was M = 3.89; SD = 1.08 (see Appendix E, Figure E4), 
indicating a tendency of the respondents overall to feel that the intervention that QCET tested had 
limited implications for organisational change. 
‘Relative advantage’(‘What’) 
A second ‘What’ scale  (Appendix E, Figure E5) asked respondents how much they agreed that the 
QCET approach to RBTs (what the intervention was about) was an effective policing approach, 
measured on a 5-point Likert scale (Strongly agree to Strongly disagree). This scale was developed 
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in collaboration with my supervisory team. A lower score would suggest that respondents were 
more likely to agree that QCET had relative advantage and a higher score would suggest 
disagreement. The mean for the ‘Relative advantage’ scale was M = 3.52; SD = .83, indicating a 
tendency of the respondents overall to disagree that the intervention QCET tested was an effective 
policing approach and to disagree that it had relative advantage compared to business-as-usual 
(Appendix E, Figure E6). 
‘Advantage of testing’(‘What’) 
As a third measure of ‘What’ (Appendix E, Figure E7) the respondents were asked what they 
thought the QCET intervention meant for their organisation overall. This 6-point semantic 
differential scale was developed for the POL-RCT Survey and tested for face validity on colleagues 
at ISSR. This scale mean was calculated by summing the items and then dividing the total by the 
number of items to get a mean score. It measured the respondents’ assessment of whether testing an 
alternative to business-as-usual had relative advantage for the organisation and was a good use of 
resources and supportive of change. A low score represents agreement that there was relative 
advantage to testing the intervention via an RCT. A high score reflected disagreement that there was 
relative advantage in testing the intervention. The mean for the ‘Advantage of testing’ scale was M 
= 4.61; SD = 1.06 indicating a very clear tendency of the respondents overall to feel that testing the 
intervention via the QCET RCT was a waste of resources and did not support the need for change to 
business-as-usual – that is, it had no relative advantage (Appendix E, Figure E8). 
‘Why 
The respondents were asked why they thought the QCET RCT had been implemented by QPS. This 
multiple response question (Appendix E, Figure E9) was adapted from Grieco and colleagues’ 
(2014) scale which examined research-practice partnerships in the implementation of policing 
evaluations. Analysis of the multiple response set created for this question indicated that half 
(N=16) of the respondents did not know why QCET had been implemented. The majority of 
responses, where an option was selected, favoured the view that it was initiated to advance 
knowledge of an external research partner (N=4) or at the request of an external agency (N=7). 
Fewer responses suggested that it was initiated to advance QPS knowledge (N=6) and to solve a 
problem police had prioritised (N=2). Because of the large number of ‘Don’t know’ responses, this 
construct was not utilised in the correlational analysis in Chapter Six. 
‘How’ 
OL theory suggests that innovations that are aligned with the existing strategic direction of the 
organisation and are easy to understand and implement – have lower complexity – have a higher 
chance of adoption (Rogers, 2003). In line with this, I measured police perceptions of how easy the 
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intervention was for the operational police to implement. This construct was measured on a 5-point 
Likert scale: Strongly agree to Strongly disagree (Appendix E, Figure E10). The first three items 
were derived from Funk and colleagues’ (1991) Barriers to Research Utilisation Scale – Factor 3: 
Characteristics of the Innovation – Qualities of the Research and Factor 4: Characteristics of the 
Communication – Presentation and accessibility of the Research. The last four items were 
developed in collaboration with my supervisory team  
The negative direction of the items in this scale requires the responses be interpreted in the 
reverse. A low score represents agreement that the intervention was methodologically problematic,  
hard to understand and difficult to implement, and a high score that it was easy to understand and 
implement. The mean for the ‘How’ scale was M = 2.64; SD = .55, indicating a tendency of the 
respondents overall to agree that QCET was somewhat methodologically problematic and 
practically difficult to implement (Appendix E, Figure E11). 
‘Organisational orientation’ 
The ‘Where’ construct was measured using two scales. One construct, ‘Organisational orientation’, 
comprised three items (see Appendix E, Figure E12) and was used to capture perceptions of the 
internal context of the site of the RCT – specifically the openness of the organisation to 
experimentation before the QCET Trial. The organisation may be open to experimentation and 
demonstrate absorptive capacity and Model II governing values, or it may be resistant to the 
acquisition and interpretation of new knowledge and demonstrate Model I governing values 
(Argyris, 1994) – so, where the RCT takes place matters. Recall that absorptive capacity both 
supports OL and is a function of OL (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). ‘Organisational orientation’ 
measures the perceptions of the respondents of QPS’s absorptive capacity before QCET. A low 
score indicates a perception that the organisation is open to experimentation prior to the experiment; 
a high score reflects a perception that the organisation is not open to experimentation. The scale was 
repeated to generate data to test perceptions of the level of organisational absorptive capacity after 
QCET and the extent to which QCET may have enhanced absorptive capacity. 
The 3-item scale was derived from a measure developed by Higgins et al (2012)
21
 to 
measure features associated with the learning organisation (LO). Items were modified for the POL-
RCT Survey and respondents were asked to rate, on a 5-point Likert scale (Strongly agree to 
Strongly disagree), their perception of the orientation of QPS to experimentation before and after 
the implementation of QCET. A sixth item response, ‘Don’t know’, was added to this question at 
the request of a QPS reviewer. A low score on this scale would suggest that respondents agreed that 
                                                 
21
 Higgins et al. (2012) modified Garvin et al (2008) Learning Organisation Survey Experimentation Subscale – one of 
the subscales of organisational learning. 
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QPS was open to experimentation prior to QCET and a high score would suggest that they 
disagreed. There were no missing responses to this question and three ‘don’t know’ responses. For 
the purposes of analysis of this construct, ‘Don’t know’ was recoded as ‘missing’ and only reported 
on descriptively. The mean for the 3-item ‘Organisational orientation’ scale was M = 3.51; SD = 
.78, indicating a tendency of the respondents overall to disagree that QPS was an experimenting 
organisation prior to the implementation of QCET (Appendix E, Figure E13). 
‘Management orientation’ 
A second scale, ‘Management orientation’ (Appendix E, Figure E14) sought to measure the 
openness of management in the organisation to the generation, acquisition and utilisation of new 
knowledge during the implementation of the RCT. This scale was derived from the Leadership and 
Empowerment and Experimentation and Rewards subscales of Goh’s (2003) Organisational 
Learning Capability Diagnostic Tool. For our purposes, it measures perceptions of whether 
management’s overall orientation reflected a Model I or Model II orientation. Four items in this 
measure were negatively coded and these items were reverse coded prior to summing the scale item 
scores and dividing the sum by the number of items to derive the mean. Low scores reflect 
agreement that management was open to experimentation during the implementation of the RCT, 
high scores disagreement. The mean for the eight item ‘Management orientation’ scale was M = 
3.14; SD = .42, indicating a tendency of the respondents overall to slightly disagree that 
management’s overall orientation reflected either a Model I or Model II orientation during the 
implementation of QCET (Appendix E, Figure E15).  
5.5.2. Knowledge acquisition and dissemination 
The second dimension of knowledge acquisition and dissemination incorporates two constructs: 
absorptive capacity and experiential learning, each measured with three scales. Two scales captured 
the general orientation of the individual respondents to experimentation in terms of (1) 
relevance/importance and (2) personal engagement and satisfaction – willingness to assimilate new 
knowledge. OL theory suggests that individual respondents (as agents operating on behalf of the 
organisation) with more positive orientation to experimentation will be more able to recognise the 
value of new knowledge and be more open to experiential learning, productive reasoning and 
change (Argyris, 1994). Two additional scales capture the respondents’ orientation to the QCET 
RCT specifically. 
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‘Value Knowledge’ 
The first scale (Appendix E, Figure E16) measured the construct ‘Value knowledge’ and asked 
respondents, on a 5-point Likert scale (Strongly agree to Strongly disagree), their view of the 
relevance and importance of RCTs to policing in general. This scale is based on Ouimet, Landry, 
Ziam and Bedard’s (2009, p. 342) first component of the absorptive capacity scale: “recognise the 
value”. A low score represents agreement that new knowledge from RCTs is applicable and 
relevant to inform policing practice, a high score reflects disagreement. The mean for the ‘Value 
knowledge’ scale was M = 3.06; SD = .72, indicating a very slight tendency of the respondents 
overall to disagree that field experiments were relevant to policing practice – suggesting a low level 
of absorptive capacity (Appendix E, Figure E17). 
‘Assimilate knowledge’ 
The second scale measured the construct ‘Assimilate knowledge’ (Appendix E, Figure E18) and 
asked respondents to rate the level of importance of RCTs to their personal professional satisfaction 
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from Very important to Very unimportant. This scale was derived 
from the Jbilou et al. (2007, p. 195) motivation scale and acquisition efforts subscale which 
“measures the motivation to adopt the [research based decision-making] RBDM behavior” where 
the level of motivation or intention influences the extent of adoption. A lower score reflects a 
perception of respondents’ that experiments are important to their personal professional satisfaction 
and, as such, a motivation to adopt research based decision-making. In turn, this reflects a higher 
level of absorptive capacity – the capacity to assimilate new knowledge. The mean for the 
‘Assimilate knowledge’ scale was M = 3.12; SD = .97 indicating a slight tendency of the 
respondents overall to feel that RCTs were somewhat unimportant to their personal professional 
satisfaction, that is, a low level of orientation towards research based decision-making and a low 
level of absorptive capacity (Appendix E, Figure E19).  
‘Exploit knowledge’ 
The ‘Exploit knowledge’ scale (Appendix E, Figure E20) is a repeat of the three item 
‘Organisational orientation’ construct discussed above in Section 5.5.1 and was used to capture 
respondents’ perceptions of the extent to which new knowledge from QCET may have been 
exploited to enhance the absorptive capacity of QPS. It measured the respondents’ views of the 
openness of QPS to experimentation after QCET: those with low scores were more likely to agree 
that QCET had enhanced the absorptive capacity of QPS, those with high scores, to disagree. The 
mean for the 3-item ‘Exploit knowledge’ scale was M = 3.39; SD = .60, indicating a tendency of the 
respondents overall to disagree that QPS was an experimenting organisation after the 
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implementation of QCET
22. The resulting difference between the mean values of ‘Organisational 
orientation’ (M = 3.51; SD = .78) and ‘Exploit knowledge’ (M = 3.39; SD = .60) was very small, 
indicating that officers did not believe that QCET had significantly increased the absorptive 
capacity of QPS and if anything it had declined slightly (Appendix E, Figure E21). 
‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ 
The second construct in the knowledge acquisition and dissemination dimension is experiential 
learning. A 5-point reverse coded scale (Never to Very Often) (Appendix E, Figure E22) measured 
the experiential learning construct ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’, that is, the extent to which 
respondents feel QPS engages in tacit and explicit knowledge exchange (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 
1995) from research. These items are derived from the social normative component (Jbilou, Amara 
and Landry, 2007, p. 196) subscale of a scale developed to test the determinants of Research-Based-
Decision-Making (RBDM) or evidence based decision-making as a “personal behaviour among 
managers and professionals in the Canadian health sector” (Jbilou, Amara and Landry 2007, p. 
185). The response options in this question are reverse coded and, as such, a low score would 
indicate that respondents viewed QPS as providing limited opportunities for research based 
exchange of tacit and explicit knowledge, that is, experiential learning from research. A high score 
would suggest that respondents felt QPS provided more opportunities for experiential learning from 
research. The mean for the 5-item ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ scale is M = 2.77; SD = .68, 
indicating a tendency of the respondents overall to believe that QPS is unlikely to provide 
opportunities for research based exchange of tacit and explicit knowledge or experiential learning 
from research activities (Appendix E, Figure E23). 
‘Informal knowledge exchange’ 
A second scale measured the construct ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ (Appendix E, Figure E24). 
Based on a 5-point Likert scale – Strongly agree to Strongly disagree – the scale measured 
perceptions of the extent of tacit and explicit knowledge exchange during the implementation of 
QCET. A low score would suggest that respondents were more likely to agree that tacit and explicit 
knowledge exchange occurred during the implementation of QCET and a high score would suggest 
that they were more likely to disagree. This scale was based on Templeton’s (2002) dimension of 
information distribution. The first three items in this scale were derived from Templeton’s (2002) 
awareness and environmental adaptability subscales. The awareness subscale measures “the extent 
to which organisational members are aware of the key organisational information and its 
applicability to problems” (Templeton, 2002, p. 198).  The last three items in this scale were 
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 A sixth item response, ‘Don’t know’ was added to this question at the request of a QPS reviewer. There was one 
missing response to this question and one ‘don’t know’ response. For the purposes of analysis of this variable, ‘don’t 
know’ was recoded as ‘missing’ and only reported on descriptively. 
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derived from Templeton’s (2002) social learning subscale, which tests the “extent to which 
individuals learn through social channels about organisational concerns” (Templeton, 2002, p. 196) 
and maps to his concepts of information acquisition, distribution and interpretation. 
The negatively coded items in the scale were recoded to align with the positive phrasing of 
the other items in the scale. The mean for the ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ scale was M = 2.92; 
SD = .48 (Appendix E, Figure E25), indicating a very slight tendency of the respondents overall to 
agree that social learning and information distribution (exchange of knowledge) did take place 
during the implementation of QCET. This result does not align with the results of the analysis of 
other constructs in the survey, which would suggest a low level of absorptive capacity and 
orientation away from experimentation. Rather than being an accurate reflection of the respondent’s 
views of experiential learning, it may reflect the low level of reliability associated with this measure 
(discussed further in Section 5.8). 
‘Formal knowledge exchange’ 
A third scale, ‘Formal knowledge exchange’, (Appendix E, Figure E26) was based on a 
dichotomous response and measured perceptions of knowledge dissemination and exchange upon 
completion of QCET. The respondents were asked to reflect on whether the research results had 
been shared within the organisation and with external parties. Across all three items in the ‘Formal 
knowledge exchange’ scale, only one respondent indicated that the results had been shared. N=12 
respondents did not know and N=18 said the results had not been shared. Due to the lack of 
variability in this data, no further analysis was conducted on this scale. However, this result does 
align with the findings from the other measures of this construct which suggests that knowledge 
exchange was not generated from the QCET RCT.  
5.5.3 Knowledge interpretation 
The third dimension, knowledge interpretation, comprises two constructs: research use (Nutley, 
Walter, and Davies, 2007) and productive and defensive reasoning (Argyris and Schőn, 1996). One 
Likert scale and two Likert items were used to measure research use; two Likert scales were used to 
measure defensive reasoning, and one Likert scale was used to measure productive reasoning. 
‘Research use’: ‘Research use-1’ and ‘Research use-2’ 
One 5-point Likert scale (Appendix E, Figure E27) (Strongly agree to Strongly disagree), measured 
‘Research use’. It is based on the Seven Standards of Knowledge Utilisation scale developed by 
Knott and Wildavsky (1980, cited in Lester, 1993) and reworked by Lester (1993) in his study of 
the utilisation of policy analysis by state agency officials. For Knott and Wildavsky (1980, cited in 
Lester, 1993), knowledge utilisation includes, reception, cognition, reference, effort, adoption, 
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implementation, and impact. Lester (1993, p. 274) notes that “the entire scale is cumulative in the 
sense that all these stages of knowledge use are important indicators and build on each other.” For 
the purposes of my study, these standards reflect different forms of research use. The stronger 
agreement is for all items in the scale, the more likely it is that the organisation may be using 
research as process and conceptually moving beyond a reflex single-loop response, and the RCT 
may be generating double-loop OL. 
 The mean for the ‘Research use’ scale overall was M = 3.14; SD = .70, indicating a tendency 
of the respondents overall to neither agree nor disagree that evidence from field experiment research 
like QCET was utilised by police leaders and policy makers to generate OL and change. However, 
because the scale progressively builds from ‘reception’ to ‘impact’, items in the second part of the 
scale were found to cancel out those in the first part: respondents were much more likely to agree 
with the first two items than with the remaining items in the scale. In order to explore this, I 
separated the scale into two scales. ‘Research use-1’ comprised two items (reception, cognition; α 
=0.88), and the second, ‘Research use-2’, comprised five items (reference, effort, adoption, 
implementation, and impact; α = 0.98). N=5 respondents strongly agreed and N=4 agreed (total = 
30%) that evidence from field experiments like QCET reaches police leaders; N=2 strongly agreed 
and N=4 agreed (total = 20%) that it is read and understood by police leaders. However, when it 
came to the remainder of the items, which represented potential and realised change, none of the 
respondents strongly agreed and only N=2 agreed with the statement. The mean for the ‘Research 
use-1’ scale was M = 2.89, SD = .93; that of ‘Research use-2’, M = 3.19; SD = .65 (Appendix E, 
Figures E28 and E29). By implication, these results may indicate some support for the view that 
results from experiments may be accessed by QPS leaders and policy makers (reception, cognition), 
but this was not carried through to perceptions that research processes or results from experiments 
like QCET are used conceptually to generate double-loop learning and change (reference, effort, 
adoption, implementation, and impact). 
‘Research efficacy’ 
Two survey items (Appendix E, Figure E30) asked respondents to generally reflect on how often 
(Very often to Never) rigorous research evidence had influenced their decisions and those of their 
organisation (the efficacy of research). These items were derived from the Jbilou et al. (2007) 
perceived self-efficacy subscale, which measured the perceived impact of research on the practice 
and the “perceived effectiveness when it comes to the realisation of the RBDM [research based 
decision making] behavior” (Jbilou, Amara and Landry, 2007, p. 196). Jbilou and colleagues (2007, 
p. 195) suggest that “perceived effectiveness positively influences the adoption of the RBDM 
behaviour by health care decision makers.” This would suggest a likelihood of their using research 
102 
 
(in any way) to influence policy and practice decisions. Most respondents in my study reported that 
they rarely or never made professional decisions based on research evidence from field experiments 
(Median=4; Mode=5); Often/sometimes N=6; Rarely N=12; Never N=13. They also thought that 
research evidence from field experiments rarely or never led to concrete changes in QPS programs 
and services (Median=4; Mode=5); Very often/sometimes N=6; Rarely N=12; Never N=13 
(Appendix E, Figures E31 and E32). 
In the case of the ‘Research efficacy’ construct, each of the two items was treated as a 
unique variable measuring a different dimension of the construct. To explore this further, a 
Pearson’s correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Q6.1 and Q6.2; 
that is, the relationship between likelihood of making decisions based on research evidence from 
field experiments and likelihood of believing that field experiments led to concrete changes in QPS 
programs and services. There was a strong positive correlation (two-tailed) between the two 
variables (r = 0.857, N = 31, p < .001). Respondents who said they were unlikely to base their 
professional decisions on research were also unlikely to believe that research led to changes in QPS 
programs or services. Together, these items reflect low levels of research use in general. 
‘Productive Reasoning-Before/After’ 
A second scale (Appendix E, Figure E33) measured respondents’ level of agreement that QPS 
leadership exhibited qualities supportive of productive reasoning before and after the experiment. 
The measure of the construct, ‘Productive reasoning’,23 was based on a 5-point Likert scale from 
Strongly agree to Strongly disagree, and was derived from the Higgins et al. (2012) Leadership 
That Reinforces Learning (LTRL) subscale. Higgins et al. (2012, p. 4) suggest that OL is strongly 
influenced by the behaviour of leaders. When leaders actively question and listen to employees – 
and thereby prompt dialogue and debate – people in the organisation feel encouraged to learn. If 
“leaders signal the importance of spending time on problem identification, knowledge transfer, and 
reflective post-audits, these activities are likely to flourish” (Higgins et al, 2012,  p. 3). In the 
analysis low scores indicated perceptions of a leadership that supports learning, high scores one that 
does not. The mean for the ‘Productive reasoning-before’ scale was M = 3.01; SD = .47, indicating 
a tendency of the respondents overall to neither agree nor disagree that QPS leadership exhibited 
qualities supportive of productive reasoning before QCET. The mean for the ‘Productive reasoning-
after’ scale was M = 3.14; SD = .50, indicating a very slight tendency of the respondents overall to 
disagree that QPS leadership exhibited qualities supportive of productive reasoning after QCET 
(Appendix E, Figures E34 and E35). The effectively neutral response to this question may indicate 
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 Repeated as ‘Productive Reasoning-after’ 
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an unwillingness or an inability of respondents to reflect on leadership attributes, an issue which is 
discussed further in Section 5.8. 
‘Organisation defensive reasoning’ 
The second construct in the knowledge interpretation dimension is defensive reasoning. Two scales 
were used to measure this construct. First, as a measure of the construct ‘Organisation defensive 
reasoning’, (Appendix E, Figure E36) respondents were asked on a dichotomous scale (Yes or No) 
whether barriers existed to ‘mainstreaming’ the QCET approach to RBTs. These items were derived 
from Funk and colleagues’ (1991) Barriers to Research Utilisation Scale and, specifically, Factor 2: 
Characteristics of the Organisation – setting barriers and limitations 24 . The mean for the 
‘Organisation defensive reasoning’ scale was M = 1.62; SD = .31, indicating a clear tendency of the 
respondents overall to say that organisational barriers to ‘mainstreaming’ the QCET approach to 
RBTs did not exist (Appendix E, Figure E37). This may reflect an acknowledgement that at an 
organisational level, the QPS facilitated the implementation of the RCT at the time the RCT was 
implemented, and as such was perceived to be supportive of the approach. 
‘Officer defensive reasoning’’ 
A second scale, measured the construct, ‘Officer defensive reasoning’, that is, how much 
respondents agreed that officers involved in implementation were uncertain about, and resistant to, 
the new way of doing business (Appendix E, Figure E38). These items were also derived from Funk 
et al (1991), Barriers to Research Utilisation Scale. Here, the items mapped to their Factor 1: 
Characteristics of the Adopter – the practitioner’s research values, skills and awareness. All items in 
this scale were negatively coded and low scores reflected agreement that defensive reasoning was 
enacted at an officer level, high scores that defensive reasoning was not enacted. The mean for the 
‘Officer defensive reasoning’ scale was M = 2.53; SD = .52, indicating a tendency of the 
respondents overall to agree that officers who had been involved in QCET were resistant to the new 
QCET approach to stationary RBTs (Appendix E, Figure E39). 
‘Usefulness’ 
OL theory suggests that respondents (agents operating on behalf of the organisation) who think that 
experimentation and rigorous testing is useful (reflecting a Type II O-II system) will be more likely 
to engage in productive reasoning (Argyris, 1996). In contrast, those who do not see the value of 
new knowledge to their agency, policing research or policing practice will be inclined to engage in 
defensive reasoning and not see value in rigorously testing new approaches. In line with this, I 
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 The sixth item (Q33.6. ‘It has not been impeded’) was not part of the Funk et al. scale. I included it to allow those 
who felt it had not been impeded to respond. The results for this item were Yes: N=16; No: N=15.  This sixth item 
degraded the Cronbach’s alpha and was excluded from the scale analysis. The last four items of this scale were loaded 
onto the Officer defensive reasoning scale. 
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measured the extent to which my respondents thought that QCET was useful to their agency, the 
policing research field, and policing practice. For the purposes of the POL-RCT Survey, I 
developed a 3-point scale (‘Usefulness’) to measure respondents’ general view on the usefulness of 
QCET (Appendix E, Figure E40). The mean for the ‘Usefulness’ scale was M = 2.32; SD = .68, 
indicating a tendency of the respondents overall to feel that QCET was not useful to policing. This 
suggests that they were unlikely to engage in productive reasoning through the implementation of 
QCET (Appendix E, Figure E41). 
‘Results defensive reasoning’ 
A fourth defensive reasoning measure (Appendix E, Figure E42), ‘Results defensive reasoning’ 
comprised a 5-point Likert scale (Strongly agree to Strongly disagree). The scale related to research 
results, and combined items from the Funk et al. (1991) Characteristics of the Innovation: Quality 
of research subscale (items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 10), and The Characteristics of Communication: 
Presentation and accessibility of research subscale (items 5 and 6) as well as some original items 
(items 7, 8 and 9). Together these items measured the how much respondents believed the RCT 
results supported the existing status quo and did not challenge the underlying values, assumptions 
or routines of the organisation. The ‘Results defensive reasoning’ scale was skipped by N=15 
officers because it followed a ‘skip to’ instruction. However, it was only intended to be answered by 
those who indicated that they knew what the results of the QCET RCT were. Whereas only N=3 
respondents said they knew what the result of QCET were, N=14 respondents continued to answer 
the question, but selected neither agree not disagree for almost all items. Due to the 
misinterpretation of the instructions and missing data, the ‘Results defensive reasoning’ construct 
has been excluded from further analysis. 
5.5.4 Organisational memory and change 
The fifth dimension is organisational memory and change. It comprises two constructs: 
organisational memory and change. 
‘Potential change’ 
The first construct in the organisational memory and change dimension is organisational memory, 
which was measured in the POL-RCT Survey on a 5-point Likert scale as the construct, ‘Potential 
change’ (Appendix E, Figure E43). The scale measured how much respondents agreed or disagreed 
that the QCET implementation process had impacted the organisational memory while QCET was 
being implemented, that is, changed the range of potential organisational behaviour. This scale was 
derived from Hult and Ferrell (1997), The Organisational Learning Capacity (OLC) Scale: Memory 
Orientation. Here, the “individual member's experience leads to the modification of organisational 
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knowledge, and thus, to a better understanding of the interactions between the organisational 
systems and the environment” (Kerin, Mahajan, and Varadarajan, 1990 cited in Hult and Ferrell, 
1997, p. 101). In other words, individual experience changes the range of potential organisational 
behaviour. A low score on this measure reflected the perception that the implementation of QCET 
impacted the organisational memory, reflecting a change in the range of potential organisational 
behavior: a high score that it did not. The mean for the ‘Potential change’ scale was M = 3.27; SD = 
.61, indicating a slight tendency of the respondents overall to disagree that the QCET 
implementation process had impacted the organisational memory while QCET was being 
implemented (Appendix E, Figure E44). 
 ‘Organisational memory - Changed Practice’ 
The respondents were asked a single question on a dichotomous scale (Yes or No) whether they 
knew what the results from the QCET field trial were [Q18. Do you know what the findings from 
the QCET field experiment were]?  Whereas a copy of the QCET RCT Technical Report (Mazerolle 
et al, 2011) which included the results of QCET
25
 had been provided by the UQ research team to 
each of the Officers in Charge of the stations involved in implementing the RCT at the time, only 
N=3 respondents said they knew what the results were and N=28 said they did not know. This result 
may reflect either/and a lack of dissemination of the results or a lag between the time that QCET 
was implemented and the pilot POL-RCT Survey – that is, it may simply mean that respondents had 
forgotten either being told what the results were or forgotten the results themselves. What it clearly 
demonstrates, however, is that that there was a very limited interest (and/or understanding) of the 
results of the RCT from those officers involved in its implementation: learning from the RCT had 
not entered the members of the implementing team as organisational memory
26
. The very low level 
of variability in this result meant that no further analysis was meaningfully associated with this 
construct. 
‘Organisational memory - Innovation adoption’ 
To gauge whether the respondents thought the new QCET way of doing business had been adopted 
more widely within the organisation since the field experiment was completed, respondents were 
asked a multiple choice question as to whether they thought that the QCET approach to community 
engagement at RBT stops had been implemented by QPS since the experiment had been completed 
(Appendix E, Figure E45). Most respondents did not think the QCET approach had been 
                                                 
25
 Key results of the QCET include: “1. Legitimacy policing improves satisfaction with police, perceptions of police 
fairness and respect for police both specifically in relation to the RBT encounter and in general. 2. Legitimacy policing 
improves trust in police, confidence in police and willingness to comply with police directives specifically in relation to 
the RBT encounter. 3. Length of police-citizen encounters influences perceptions around general confidence in police 
and general willingness to comply with police directives” (Mazerolle et al., 2011). 
26
 This contrasts sharply with the high level of interest in the RCT results of officers involved in implementation of the 
Operation Turning Point RCT in Birmingham. The implications of this will be discussed further in Chapter 7. 
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mainstreamed in QPS
27
. N=25 respondents selected ‘No, and unlikely to be mainstreamed’. N=3 
thought it had been mainstreamed without adaptation, N=1 with adaptation. Only N=2 said it hadn’t 
yet been implemented but would be mainstreamed in the future. 
 
‘Changed practice’ 
One scale measured the construct ‘Changed practice’ to establish how much respondents agreed or 
disagreed that either QPS or they, themselves, had actually changed practice as a result of the 
QCET RCT (Appendix E, Figure E46). A low score would suggest that respondents were more 
likely to agree that they had changed practice and a high score that they did not agree. The mean for 
the ‘Changed practice’ scale was M = 3.80; SD = .74 indicating a clear tendency of the respondents 
overall to disagree that either QPS or they themselves had changed practice as a result of QCET 
(Appendix E, Figure E47). 
‘Changed personal approach’ (not a scale) 
Finally, respondents were asked directly about changes to their personal RBT practices, (a single 
dichotomous response question: Yes or No): Q35. Since the field experiment was completed, has 
your approach to community engagement at RBT stops changed. N=29 said that the practices hadn’t 
changed and only N=2 said that their approach had changed. The low level of variability meant that 
no further analysis was meaningfully associated with this construct. 
5.6 Summary of descriptive statistics 
My univariate analysis of the perceptions of officers involved in implementing QCET – captured 
for each of the constructs in the POL-RCT Survey – suggests that there was very little 
organisational learning from the process of implementing the QCET RCT. This does not mean that 
the RCT results will not have an influence should they be used strategically or instrumentally by 
QPS to adapt their approach in the future. OL theory suggests, however, that productive reasoning 
is unlikely to have taken place to change to underlying beliefs and values of members of the 
implementing team or beyond the boundaries of the experimental team to support organisational 
memory and double-loop OL. I summarise the results in light of each of the OL dimensions below. 
Context and attributes 
In my pilot POL-RCT Survey of officers from QPS, I found that respondents, overall, did not 
perceive the need for change to address error, that is, they did not see the need for change in 
response to the external context (when). Most respondents didn’t know who had funded or 
initiated QCET. Those who provided a response thought it was an externally initiated and 
                                                 
27
 Again, the contrast with the Operation Turning Point RCT is telling. Many people involved in the UK Trial were 
convinced that it would have a significant impact on policing in the UK well beyond the West Midlands Police. The 
implications of this will be explored further in my discussion in Chapter 7. 
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sponsored initiative. Respondents overall felt that what the QCET tested had limited implications 
for organisational change and that it was an ineffective policing approach compared to business-as-
usual: they thought it was a waste of resources and did not support the need for change to business-
as-usual. About half of the respondents didn’t know why QCET had been implemented and for 
those who did, they suggested it was initiated to advance the knowledge of an external research 
partner. There was a tendency of the respondents overall to think that how QCET was implemented 
was methodologically problematic and practically difficult. Finally, respondents overall had a very 
slight tendency to disagree that QPS and QPS management (internal context, where) demonstrated 
absorptive capacity and Type II governing values before and after QCET. 
Knowledge acquisition and dissemination 
I found that there was a tendency of the respondents to demonstrate a personal orientation away 
from experimentation – a low level of absorptive capacity. The respondents generally thought that 
QPS seldom provides opportunities for research based exchange of tacit and explicit knowledge – 
experiential learning from research activities. There was a very slight tendency of the respondents 
overall to agree that social learning and information distribution (exchange of knowledge) did take 
place during the implementation of QCET. This anomaly is discussed in Section 5.8. Most 
respondents believed that the results of QCET had not been shared inside or outside QPS. 
Knowledge interpretation 
Most respondents rarely or never made professional decisions based on research evidence from 
field experiments. They also thought that research evidence from field experiments did not lead to 
concrete changes in QPS programs and services. The respondents reflected low levels of research 
use in general. Respondents were much more likely to agree that results from experiments may be 
accessed by QPS leaders (reception, cognition), than they were to agree that experiments like QCET 
are used to generate OL and change (reference, effort, adoption, implementation, and impact). 
 Respondents overall neither agreed nor disagreed that QPS leadership exhibited qualities 
supportive of productive reasoning before QCET and they were slightly less likely to say that QPS 
leadership exhibited qualities supportive of productive reasoning after QCET. Overall the 
respondents indicated that QCET was not useful to policing. This suggests that they would be 
unlikely to engage in productive reasoning through the implementation of QCET. There was, 
nonetheless, a clear tendency of the respondents overall to say that organisational barriers did not 
exist to ‘mainstreaming’ the QCET approach to RBTs. However, there was a slight tendency of the 
respondents overall to agree that officers who had been involved in QCET were resistant to the 
QCET approach to RBTs, that is, that they enacted defensive reasoning. 
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Organisational memory and change 
There was a slight tendency of the respondents overall to disagree that the QCET implementation 
process had impacted the organisational memory while QCET was being implemented. Most 
respondents did not think the QCET approach would be mainstreamed in QPS in the future and 
there was a clear tendency to disagree that either QPS or they themselves had changed practice as 
a result of QCET.  
5.7 Reliability analysis 
To establish the internal consistency of my scale measures, I ran Cronbach’s alpha tests of internal 
reliability for each of the scales. Two scales were found to have low reliability. First, the 
Cronbach’s alpha for the 7-item ‘How’ scale was α = 0.61 but this increased to α = 0.68 when item 
Q17.5 was removed. Item Q17.5, ‘Had legal implications’, was removed from the ‘How’ scale for 
the purposes of further analysis and the final scale is based on six items. Second, the Cronbach’s 
alpha for the 6-item ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ scale in the POL-RCT Survey was α = 0.44 
but it increased to α = 0.69  when the last two items (Q22.5 and Q22.6) were removed. These two 
items were removed from the scale for purposes of further analysis and the ‘Informal knowledge 
exchange’ scale comprised the first four items. 
I found that, with the exception of the constructs ‘How’ (α = .68) and ‘Informal knowledge 
exchange’ (α = .69), the scales all had a relatively high degree of internal consistency, as evidenced 
by a Cronbach’s alpha above .728. In the case of ‘How’, which measured perceptions of how easy 
the QCET intervention was to understand and implement, the whole scale was negatively coded and 
that may have reduced the reliability of the measure (Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Lee, 2003; Stewart 
and Frye, 2004). The scale developed to measure the construct ‘Informal knowledge exchange’, (a 
measure of perceptions of whether practice during the implementation of QCET reflected 
experiential learning), may also have been impacted by the existence of two reverse coded items in 
the scale. The descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s alphas for the measures are summarised in 
Table 3.  
                                                 
28
 For applied and basic research Carmines and Zeller (1979, p.51 cited in Lance, Butts and Michels, 2006) 
recommended a cut-off of α ≥ .8: “As a general rule, we believe that reliabilities should not be below .80 for widely 
used scales”. This also appears to have been Nunnally’s (1978) position although the alpha = .7 is usually attributed to 
him (Lance et al., 2006). This would imply that two additional variables in my research should be considered to fall 
below the threshold measure of internal consistency: ‘Management orientation’ (α = .75) which measured perceptions 
of QPS management’s overall Model I or Model II orientation prior to the RCT and ‘Organisational defensive 
reasoning’ (α = .74) which measured perceptions of whether organisational defensive routines had impeded the 
expansion of the approach being tested in the RCT within the organisation. Again, in the case of both of these scales, 
negative coding of items may have impacted the reliability of the measures (Stewart and Frye, 2004; Podsakoff et al, 
2003): ‘Management orientation’ included four reverse coded items and in the case of ‘Organisational defensive 
reasoning’ the whole scale was negatively phrased and coded. Due to the pilot nature of my study, the cut-off of α ≥ .7 
is considered to reflect adequate reliability. However, the low alpha reliability of these measures was found to impact 
the correlation between variables in the OL-RCT Survey. This will be discussed further in Chapter 6. 
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics for the OL Framework dimensions, single item construct 
measures and scales 
 
Survey 
Question 
Construct (Index) Items M SD Med-
ian 
Mo
de 
Cron-
bach α 
Attributes 
Q9 ‘External Context’ (When) 5 3.57 0.85 3.8 4 .85 
Q8&Q11 ‘Who’ Reported as frequencies. Statistics not calculated. 
Q12 ‘Typology’ (What) 3 3.89 1.08 4 4 .86 
Q15 ‘Relative advantage’ (What) 5 3.52 0.83 3.8 4 .89 
Q13 ‘Advantage of testing’ (What) 3 4.61 1.06 4.67 4* .81 
Q10 ‘Why’ Reported as frequencies. Statistics not calculated. 
Q17 ‘How’ 6 3.36 0.55 3.17 3 .68 
Q20 ‘Organisational orientation’ (Where) 3 3.51 0.78 3 3 .90 
Q24 ‘Management orientation’ (Where) 8 3.14 0.42 3 3 .75 
Knowledge acquisition and dissemination 
Q5. ‘Value knowledge’ (AC) 4 3.06 0.72 3 3* .85 
Q7 ‘Assimilate knowledge’ (AC) 6 3.12 0.97 3 3 .96 
Q25 ‘Exploit knowledge’ (AC) 3 3.39 0.60 3 3 .86 
Q31 ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ (EL) 5 2.77 0.68 3 3 .93 
Q22 ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ (EL) 4 2.92 0.48 3 3 .69 
Q27 ‘Formal knowledge exchange’ (EL) Reported as frequencies. Statistics not calculated. 
Knowledge interpretation 
Q30 ‘Research use’ (RU) 7 3.10 0.7 3 3 .96 
Q6 ‘Research efficacy’ (RU) Reported as frequencies. Statistics not calculated. 
Q21 Productive reasoning-Before (PR) 6 3.01 0.47 3 3 .86 
Q26 Productive reasoning-After (PR) 5 3.14 0.50 3 3 .81 
Q33 ‘Organisational defensive reasoning’ (DR) 5 1.62 0.31 1.8 2 .74 
Q29 ‘Officer defensive reasoning’ (DR) 10 3.47 0.52 2.6 3 .84 
Q14 ‘Usefulness’ (DR) 3 2.32 0.68 2.33 2* .96 
Q19 ‘Results defensive reasoning’ (DR) Response/redirection error. Results not analysed. 
Organisational memory and change 
Q23 ‘Potential change’ (OM) 3 3.27 0.61 3 3 .90 
Q18 ‘Memory: RCT results’ (OM) Reported as frequencies. Statistics not calculated. 
Q32 ‘Memory: Innovation adoption’ (OM) Reported as frequencies. Statistics not calculated 
Q28 ‘Changed practice’ (CH) 3 3.80 0.74 4 4 .90 
Q35 ‘Changed personal approach’ (CH) Reported as frequencies. Statistics not calculated. 
*Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown. 
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In this Chapter, I have demonstrated that the OL constructs in the OL Framework can be 
measured reliably in a real-world setting. However, my thesis aims to understand how the 
implementation of an RCT may generate OL in a police organisation. I turn next to an exploration 
of the relationship between the RCT attributes and OL processes through a correlational analysis of 
the POL-RCT Survey results. In Chapter Six, I test my hypotheses to address my two research 
questions and I discuss the construct validity of the POL-RCT Survey. 
5.8 Limitations and threats to validity 
There are a number of possible limitations associated with my pilot survey research. First, an 
overarching limitation is that the survey gathered data based on individual practitioner recall of an 
RCT that had been implemented four years prior to the administration of the survey. The survey 
data may, therefore, be based on inaccurate reports and reflect recall bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012).  
Apart from (and compounding) this practical consideration, there are also some general issues 
which emerged due to the intangible nature of the subject matter. The use of questionnaires to 
collect data on attitudes and behaviours is unlikely to capture the essential tacit elements of 
respondents’ thinking about events. Hagan (2006) notes that a “basic quality of survey research that 
is at times forgotten and is responsible for much potential error in interpretation of findings is that 
in most instances surveys record either expressed attitude or claimed behavior and seldom the 
behavior itself” (Hagan, 2006, p 154). The survey relied on attitudes and self-reports. The survey 
may, therefore, generate data based on narrow, explicit reports which fail to capture the essence of 
the concept. However, it is not possible to directly observe actual behaviour of events past. This 
necessitates reliance on measuring attitudes and self-reports. It is therefore essential to report 
expressed attitudes and reported behaviours as such. The results should not be reported as 
representations of actual attitudes or behaviour or generalised beyond the sample of officers that 
completed the survey.  
 A further potential limitation relates to adopting and adapting scales and items from other 
research. The risk was that the original scales and items may reflect “different theoretical and 
analytical orientations” (Procter, 1996,  p. 262) than those inherent in my study. An analysis of the 
reliability (Chapter Five) and validity (Chapter Six) of the measures has been undertaken to mitigate 
this limitation. In fact, as discussed above, there were four scales that fell below what might be 
considered a high cut-off point for internal reliability (α = .80). These included the scales to 
measure the latent constructs: ‘How’ (α = .68); ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ (α = .69); 
‘Management orientation’ (α = .75) and ‘Organisational defensive reasoning’ (α = .74). While I 
have taken these constructs forward into the correlational analysis in Chapter Six, I will discuss how 
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the moderate reliability of the measures may account for some of the anomalies identified in my 
analysis to impact the validity of the correlation coefficients. 
Another significant limitation of my study is the small sample size of the pilot survey 
(N=31) which limits the possibilities of many standard statistical analyses, including factor analysis 
(Comrey and Lee, 1992; Gorsuch, 1983; MacCallum and Tucker, 1991). Nonetheless, for the 
purposes of the generation of descriptive statistics and reliability analysis in this chapter, the sample 
has provided data that offers insight into the attitudes and opinions of the police officers who were 
involved in implementing the QCET RCT and allowed me to test the content validity of the 
measures. 
Compounding the small sample, histograms of the scales provided in Appendix E indicate 
that many of my data are not normally distributed and that this will impact my options for statistical 
hypothesis testing in Chapter 6. The non-normality of the data excludes the possibility of 
conducting Pearson's product-moment correlations, t-tests or ANOVA (Agresti and Franklin, 2013). 
To confirm this, Shapiro Wilk tests of normality (most appropriate option for small samples, 
<N=50; Elliott and Woodward, 2007) for each of the scales found a significance value of <.05 for 
almost all of my constructs, indicating that the distribution deviated significantly from a normal 
distribution. Instead I hypothesised a monotonic relationship between the constructs and opted to 
run a series of Spearman rank-order correlations as nonparametric tests of the null hypothesis of 
independence between my variables and to measure the strength of the associations between my 
constructs (O’Rourke, Hatcher and Stepanski, 2005). The correlational analysis conducted in this 
way allowed me to test my hypotheses and establish the construct validity of the POL-RCT Survey 
measures. It is to this correlational analysis that I now turn in Chapter Six. 
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Chapter Six: Correlational analysis of the pilot POL-RCT Survey 
6.1 Introduction 
As discussed in Chapter Two, theory suggests that the attributes of an innovation may influence the 
OL and change processes (Sugarman, 2012): knowledge acquisition, knowledge dissemination, 
knowledge interpretation, organisational memory and change (Huber, 1991), and that these 
processes may influence each other (Argyris and Schőn 1996; Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Nonaka 
and Takeuchi, 1995). While the most obvious measure of OL is observed organisational change that 
results from a learning opportunity or experience, theory suggests that OL is a process and not a 
discrete outcome (Argyris and Schőn 1996; Huber, 1991; Tsang 1997) although it may allow an 
organisation to meet its objectives or realise its outcomes (Argyris, 1994). OL may not lead to 
immediate (or directly observable) changes, but rather may change the range of potential 
organisational behaviour (Huber, 1991). For this reason OL is best measured by determining 
whether or not certain processes associated with OL are perceived to occur in the context of a 
learning opportunity such as an RCT. This is achieved by examining and measuring the 
relationships between the constructs representing the OL processes. 
My exploratory study of OL and Operation Turning Point discussed in Chapter Four 
affirmed the relevance of the theoretical attribute and OL process constructs associated with the 
delivery of an RCT in a police setting, and supported the development of the heuristic OL 
Framework (see Figure 1). I used this Framework to develop a series of hypotheses framed within 
my overarching research questions. In Chapter Five I discussed the development and piloting of the 
POL-RCT Survey which operationalised the OL Framework constructs. I explained how I tested the 
POL-RCT Survey for face validity and content validity, and established the internal reliability of 
my measures.  
In this Chapter, I establish whether the measures in the POL-RCT Survey reflect the theory 
of the constructs on which they were based, and behave in a way that theory suggests they should. 
Because I sourced most of my items and scales from a variety of established measures and modified 
them to meet the requirements of my research context and questions, it was essential that I tested 
the construct validity of my operationalisation. I explain how I tested the hypotheses and assessed 
the construct validity of my operationalisation of the constructs in the POL-RCT Survey. I discuss 
how the operationalisation of the OL Framework constructs in the POL-RCT Survey predicted (or 
failed to predict) my theoretical relationships.  
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6.2 Hypothesis tests and construct validity 
In this section, I address my central research question which is: How does an RCT influence OL 
in a police organisation? I focus my analysis on the ten hypotheses that I developed to represent 
the relationships between the key constructs in the OL Framework. These include hypotheses 
related to the constructs associated with the external context and the attributes (what, how and 
where), and those associated with the OL processes: absorptive capacity, experiential learning, 
productive and defensive reasoning, double-loop OL, organisational memory and change.  
Whereas the POL-RCT Survey includes twenty scales aimed at measuring various facets of 
the latent OL variables, by focusing my analysis on the key constructs associated with my ten 
hypotheses and testing the relationships against a predefined theoretical framework (the OL 
Framework), I have been able to limit the number of tests of association and focus my analysis. 
This has reduced the probability of “false discovery” or Type I error which increases with the 
number of tests under simultaneous consideration (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995, p. 292). This 
approach has allowed me to explore the convergent and discriminant validity of the constructs and 
report the strength of the relationships, the effect size.  
Throughout the analysis, the correlation coefficient is considered statistically significant at 
p<.10. While the conventional alpha level in the social sciences in usually p<.05, in a preliminary 
pilot study such as this one, p < .10 was selected a priori as suggestive of a significant finding that 
warrants further investigation. Further, selecting a less conservative alpha level aims to avoid a 
Type II error in interpreting the results. However, with the exception of non-significant 
relationships that relate directly to the hypotheses
29
, non-significant relationships are not included in 
the two nomological network diagrams or discussed in this Chapter.  The Spearman’s rho (rs) 
coefficients and p-values for all key constructs are, nonetheless, reported in the correlation matrix in 
Appendix F, including the non-significant relationships. The rs correlation coefficient is interpreted 
as an effect size: Small = .10; Moderate = .30; Large = .50 (Cohen, 1988). The hypothesis tests and 
a discussion of construct validity are presented in the remainder of this chapter. 
6.2.1. Attributes and OL processes  
The first five of my hypotheses are related to my first research question: How do attributes of an 
RCT influence the OL processes associated with the RCT? First, in keeping with institutional 
theory I have hypothesised that organisations may derive both their goals and structures from 
outside of rational/technical considerations in response to powerful social, economic and political 
                                                 
29
 Represented as dotted lines in the diagrams. 
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interests in their environmental contexts (Crank and Langworthy, 1992; DiMaggio and Powell, 
1983; King, 2005; Maguire, 2003) and that the external context may therefore influence any, or all, 
of the OL processes. Further, because OL is a response to perceived organisational error (a 
challenge) in relation to this external context (Huber, 1991), if no error is perceived, adaptation is 
unlikely to occur. A failure to perceive error, where error exists, may also reflect defensive 
reasoning (Argyris, 2004). I incorporated one measure of perceptions of the external context in the 
POL-RCT Survey, to measure the ‘External context’ construct. This allowed me to test the 
relationship between perceptions of the external context and the OL processes. 
Second, the OL Framework suggests that characteristics of the RCT, or ‘What’ the RCT is 
like, will also influence the OL processes. Because RCTs are trials of innovation in policing the 
innovation typology may influence the associated OL processes. The innovation typology may 
comprise a narrow tactic, a program, a broad strategy, an existing or a new practice (Damanpour, 
1991; King, 2000; Sugarman, 2012). The measure of the construct, ‘Typology’ measures officers’ 
perceptions of the implication of the innovation typology for organisational change. Further, 
relative advantage is a key facet of an innovation that will increase its likelihood of adoption, and 
relates to the relative effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of the innovation compared to current 
state of affairs (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003). I measured whether the innovation was seen 
to be characterised by relative advantage, that is, seen to be better than business-as-usual, via two 
scales, ‘Relative advantage’ and ‘Advantage of testing’. The scale ‘Relative advantage’ measures 
the perceived effectiveness of the QCET approach to RBTs; the ‘Advantage of testing’ scale 
measures the perceptions of the relative advantage of the QCET RCT as a test of an alternative to 
business-as-usual. A third facet of an innovation that may influence its adoption is lower 
complexity. Lower complexity refers to the simplicity of the innovation to understand, implement 
and use: the simpler the better for adoption (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003). I measured 
officer perceptions of the quality of the research process and ease of implementation of QCET with 
one scale, ‘How’.  
Finally, for Damanpour (1991) the characteristics of the organisation are more instrumental 
in facilitating the adoption of the innovation than the innovation typology. Two scales in my survey 
measured officers’ perceptions of the characteristics of the organisation, the internal context. The 
measure of the latent variable ‘Organisational orientation’ measured officers’ perceptions of QPS’s 
overall orientation to experimentation prior to QCET and the ‘Management orientation’ scale is a 
measure of the extent to which the QPS management was open or resistant to the generation, 
acquisition and utilisation of new knowledge at the time the RCT was implemented. 
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 As can be seen in Figure 5 below, four of my five hypotheses were supported by the 
correlational analysis. One hypothesis, H4, was not supported. Only the statistically significant 
correlations and the hypothesised relationships between the attributes and OL process dimensions 
are represented in Figure 5 along with the coefficients representing the strength of the relationship. 
To focus my discussion, I have selected key measures for each construct in the attributes dimension 
and discussed the implications of its relationship to the other constructs in the survey. The 
hypothesis tests and correlations are discussed below. 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Nomological network diagram depicting the hypotheses and statistically significant 
Spearman’s correlations between the RCT attributes constructs and OL process constructs  
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Hypothesis 1 
The external context may influence OL. The OL Framework (Figure 1) suggests that the external 
context will potentially impact OL across all dimensions in the OL Framework. I hypothesised, 
specifically, that if the external context is seen to pose a challenge for policing, the police 
organisation will interpret this as an ‘error’ and seek to adapt to meet the challenge. The 
organisation will potentially seek out new knowledge and find value in testing alternatives to 
business-as-usual. My hypothesis is that: 
Hypothesis 1: Officers who see the external context as challenging (recognise error) at the 
time the RCT is implemented are more likely to believe that an RCT that tests an alternative 
approach is useful than those officers who do not recognise a challenging external context.  
As shown in Figure 5, in support of my hypothesis, I found a strong positive correlation between 
the ‘External context’ construct and perceptions of the RCTs usefulness, the construct ‘Usefulness’ 
(rs= .611, N=31, p <.001). Those officers who thought the external context for policing was 
challenging were more likely to agree that QCET was useful to policing. Conversely, where 
organisational error was not perceived to exist – to suggest the need for OL – testing new 
approaches was considered less useful. My results suggest that the external context may play a role 
in catalysing ‘problemistic search’, experimentation and adaptation. 
The ‘External context’ construct did not, however, correlate with any of the other constructs 
in the survey including those that sought to measure absorptive capacity, experiential learning, 
productive and defensive reasoning, double-loop learning or organisational memory and change. On 
the one hand, these null results may be expected. It may not make sense for the perceptions of the 
external environment to influence officers’ orientation to experimentation or perceptions of QPS 
absorptive capacity, for example. On the other hand, if the respondents did overwhelmingly identify 
a trying and difficult external environment for policing, then this may indicate their support for an 
experimental approach to identify and test solutions to the perceived ‘error’. Further, the OL 
Framework suggests that the way the organisation interprets new knowledge may well be 
influenced by the external context. I found, however, that perceptions of the external context and 
perceptions of the extent to which learnings from QCET generated double-loop OL, entered the 
organisational memory, or enacted realised change, were not clearly associated, although the OL 
Framework suggests that they would be. 
Whereas there was a strong association between perceptions of the external context for 
policing and the extent to which the respondents saw the RCT as being useful to policing, the 
association with the other constructs in the survey was not apparent. The external context was not 
clearly associated with the OL processes of knowledge acquisition, dissemination, interpretation 
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and change. This may indicate that the key role played by the external context in OL is to catalyse 
OL by presenting a challenge to the status quo. 
Hypothesis 2 
The relative advantage and perceived effectiveness of the policing innovation may influence OL. 
I focused my first correlational analysis of the ‘What’ construct on the facet of relative advantage of 
the intervention the RCT is testing. I first hypothesised that the perceptions of officers involved in 
an RCT of the relative advantage of the intervention would be related to their orientation to 
experimentation, that is, their absorptive capacity. If an officer involved in an RCT believed that the 
innovation had relative advantage compared to business-as-usual, I hypothesised that they would be 
more likely to recognise the value of new knowledge from policing experiments in general where a 
positive orientation to experimentation represents enhanced absorptive capacity.  
Hypothesis 2: Officers who see the relative advantage of a policing innovation will have a 
more positive orientation to experimentation in policing in general than officers who do not 
see the relative advantage of an innovation.   
In support of Hypothesis 2, and as depicted in Figure 5, I found that officers’ perceptions of the 
effectiveness of the QCET intervention (‘Relative advantage’) was strongly associated with ‘Value 
knowledge’ (rs =.520, N=31, p = .003). Respondents who thought that field experiments were 
relevant to policing in general were more likely to see the relative advantage of the QCET approach 
to RBTs. Further, although I did not formally hypothesise that ‘Relative advantage’ would be 
correlated with the absorptive capacity construct, ‘Assimilate knowledge’, I found that it was 
strongly associated with ‘Assimilate knowledge’ (rs =.604, N=31, p <.001). Respondents who 
thought that experimentation was important to them in terms of personal engagement and 
satisfaction were more likely to see the relative advantage of the QCET approach to RBTs. This 
suggests that perceptions of the relative advantage of an intervention may be associated with 
individual orientation to experimentation and officers’ absorptive capacity as agents acting on 
behalf of the organisation. 
This relationship did not hold at an organisational level. ‘Relative advantage’ was not found 
to be statistically significantly associated with QPS’s orientation to experimentation after QCET 
(‘Exploit knowledge’) or either of the experiential learning constructs ‘Informal knowledge 
exchange’ or ‘Formal knowledge exchange’. Respondents who viewed the intervention QCET was 
testing as being more ineffective (lower relative advantage) were no more or less likely to indicate 
that QPS was open to experimentation following QCET (‘Exploit knowledge’), they were no more 
or less likely to think that QPS is currently supportive of experiential learning opportunities from 
research (‘Tacit and explicit exchange’), or to think that informal knowledge exchange was 
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generated during the implementation of QCET (‘Informal knowledge exchange’). My OL 
Framework does predict, however, that there would be a relationship between the extent to which 
officers’ saw the relative advantage of QCET as an alternative to business-as-usual and perceptions 
of the extent to which the QCET RCT generated absorptive capacity and experiential learning 
during its implementation. This relationship was not supported by my results. This unexpected 
results may reflect an unwillingness or inability of officers to reflect upon or recall organisational 
level characteristics four years after the RCT was implemented, a limitation that is discussed in 
section 6.4. 
As depicted in Figure 5, however, perceptions of the relative advantage of the intervention 
were moderately negatively correlated with the (negatively coded) defensive reasoning construct, 
‘Officer defensive reasoning’ (rs = -.344, N=31, p <.058). Respondents who agreed more that the 
intervention tested in QCET was a better approach than business-as-usual were more likely to 
disagree that officer level ‘defensive routines, ‘Officer defensive reasoning’, impeded the expansion 
of the approach being tested in the RCT. This supports the theoretical relationship suggested in the 
OL Framework that indicates that an intervention that is seen to be effective and have relative 
advantage compared to business-as-usual would be more likely to overcome defensive reasoning. 
The ‘Relative advantage’ construct was also strongly correlated with the ‘Usefulness’ construct (rs 
=.600, N=31, p <.001). Respondents who agreed more that the approach QCET was testing was 
effective (had relative advantage) were more likely to feel that QCET was useful to their agency, 
policing research and police practice in general.  
‘Relative advantage’ was also moderately correlated with both, ‘Research use-1’ (rs =.409, 
N=31, p = .022) and Research-use-2 (rs =.485, N=31, p = .006). Those who thought the QCET 
approach had relative advantage were more likely to agree that research from police RCTs reaches 
and is understood by police leaders and that research changes the perceptions and actions of leaders 
to yield benefits to the public. In addition, as depicted in Figure 5, ‘Relative advantage’ was 
moderately correlated with ‘Changed practice’ (rs =.428, N=31, p = .016):  respondents who saw the 
relative advantage of the intervention were also more likely to agree that either they or QPS had 
changed practice as a result of QCET. I found that the facet of relative advantage, one facet of 
‘What’ the RCT is testing, is associated with all three of the OL process dimensions. 
Hypothesis 3 
The relative advantage of testing the intervention through an RCT may influence OL. A second 
facet of the ‘What’ characteristic of the RCT relates to the perceived value of the RCT as a test of 
an alternative to business as usual. I hypothesised that the perceived ‘success’ of a test of an 
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alternative to business-as-usual would generate less resistance to the new approach within the team 
that implemented the RCT.  
Hypothesis 3: Officers involved in an RCT who think the RCT is a good use of resources and 
supportive of change (‘successful’) are less likely to enact defensive routines than those who 
think it was a waste of resources and ‘unsuccessful’. 
In support of my hypothesised relationship, I found that the measure of relative advantage (success) 
of testing an alternative approach (‘Advantage of testing’) is moderately negatively correlated with 
the (negatively coded) defensive reasoning construct, ‘Officer defensive reasoning’ (rs = -.417, 
N=31, p = .020) that measured whether officer level ‘defensive routines’ had impeded the 
expansion of the approach being tested in the RCT (see Figure 5). Those who were more likely to 
agree that testing an alternative was a good use of resources and supportive of the need for change 
to business-as-usual (successful) were less likely to agree that officers involved in implementation 
of QCET were resistant to the new way of doing business
30. This suggests that a ‘successful’ RCT 
may play a role in breaking down defensive routines at a team level. 
The measure of relative advantage (success) of testing an alternative approach (‘Advantage 
of testing’) is, however, not correlated with either of the experiential learning constructs. Measures 
of the perceptions of the extent to which QCET was considered a ‘success’ did not correlate with 
perceptions of QPS’s general support of knowledge transfer and experiential learning opportunities 
from research, or perceptions that tacit knowledge exchange took place during QCET. Again, this 
null result between the relative advantage and experiential learning constructs was not predicted by 
my OL Framework. The OL Framework would predict that the more ‘successful’ an RCT is 
perceived to be, the more it is likely to generate experiential learning. Possible explanations for 
these unexpected results will be discussed in Section 6.3: Discussion and conclusion. 
The relative advantage of testing an alternative (‘Advantage of testing’) is, however, 
associated with officers’ orientation to experimentation and absorptive capacity (see Figure 5). 
Perceptions of the extent to which QCET was considered a ‘success’ are moderately associated with 
the absorptive capacity construct, ‘Value knowledge’ (rs =.355, N=31, p = .050) and strongly 
associated with ‘Assimilate knowledge’, (rs =.573, N=31, p = .001) (see Figure 5). Those who were 
more likely to indicate that testing an alternative was a good use of resources and supported the 
need for change to business-as-usual (successful) were more likely to agree that experimentation is 
                                                 
30
 All items in the ‘Officer defensive reasoning’ scale were negatively coded. The statistically significant but negative 
correlation here, and between ‘Advantage of testing’ and ‘Officer defensive reasoning’, provides support for the value 
of inclusion of negatively coded items and measures to avoid response sets. However, the need to counteract response 
sets by including some reverse coded items and scales needs to take into account that there is a body of evidence that 
reverse scoring may lower the reliability of attitude measures (Stewart and Frye, 2004). 
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relevant to policing, and more likely to agree that it is important to them in terms of personal 
professional satisfaction. Again, however, the relative advantage construct was not correlated with 
the organisational level construct, ‘Exploit knowledge’. Those who thought the QCET RCT was 
more ‘successful’ were no more or less likely to believe that QPS was open to experimentation after 
QCET. 
In support of the OL Framework, and as depicted in Figure 5, I found that officers’ 
perception of success (‘Advantage of testing’) were moderately positively correlated with the 
usefulness construct (‘Usefulness’) (rs =.549, N=31, p = .001).  Officers who thought it was more 
‘successful’ were also more likely to say it was useful to their agency, policing research and police 
practice in general. The perceptions of the RCTs success was also moderately correlated with the 
research use construct, ‘Research use-2’ (rs =.358, N=31, p = .048) (see Figure 5). Those who 
thought that  testing an alternative to business-as-usual was a good use of resources, successful and 
supportive of change, were more likely to say that evidence from field experiments changes leaders’ 
views, actions and agency processes to inform policy and practice decisions.  
I found that both ‘What’ facets of relative advantage – the relative advantage of an intervention and 
the relative advantage of testing an alternative through an RCT – are associated with all three of the 
OL process dimensions. This provides further support for the theoretical relationship in the OL 
Framework that suggests that the characteristics of the RCT may potentially impact the OL 
processes associated with the RCT. The relationships support the construct validity of my measures. 
Hypothesis 4 
The simplicity of the innovation to be understood, implemented and used (lower complexity) may 
influence OL. Another facet of an innovation that may influence its adoption is lower complexity – 
the simplicity of the innovation to understand, implement and use. To measure this construct, I 
tested officer perceptions of the quality of the research process and ease of implementation of 
QCET with the other process dimension constructs in the POL-RCT Survey. Specifically, I 
hypothesised that the quality of the RCT implementation process will be related to the RCT legacy 
via sharing and communication of lessons learnt during its implementation. 
Hypothesis 4:  Officers who think the innovation the RCT is testing is easy to understand, 
implement, and use are more likely to believe that lessons learnt during the implementation of 
the RCT are systematically shared and communicated than officers who think 
implementation was problematic. 
I did not find a statistically significant relationship between ‘How’ and the measure of the construct, 
‘Potential change’, which measured the extent to which lessons learnt during the implementation of 
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the RCT were systematically shared and communicated: Hypothesis 4 is not supported (see Figure 
5). Possible explanations for this unexpected result may relate to the relatively low Cronbach’s 
alpha for the negatively coded ‘How’ scale as discussed further in Section 6.4. Nonetheless, 
perceptions of how easily and well QCET was implemented were associated with other constructs 
in the OL Framework dimensions of knowledge acquisition and dissemination, knowledge 
interpretation and change. For example, as depicted in Figure 5, I found a moderate negative 
correlation between ‘How’ and the measure of the construct, ‘Changed practice’, a measure of 
perceptions of the extent to which officer and organisational behaviour actually changed following 
the RCT (rs = -.353, N=31, p = .051). Respondents who thought that the QCET innovation was easy 
to understand, implement and use were more likely to think that officer and organisational 
behaviour had changed following the RCT. 
As depicted in Figure 5, the negatively coded ease of implementation construct, ‘How’ was 
also moderately negatively correlated with the two officer level absorptive capacity constructs 
(‘Value knowledge’ and ‘Assimilate knowledge’) and two of the defensive reasoning constructs 
(‘Officer defensive reasoning’ and ‘Usefulness’). Firstly, respondents who thought that the QCET 
innovation was easy to understand and implement were more likely to agree that field experiments 
are relevant to policing practice (rs = -.343, N=31, p = .059) and more likely to think experiments 
are important to their personal professional satisfaction (rs = -.325, N=31, p = .074), indicating 
higher levels of absorptive capacity. Secondly, respondents who thought that the QCET innovation 
was easy to understand, implement and use were less likely to think that officer level defensive 
routines impeded the expansion of the approach being tested in the RCT (rs =.339, N=31, p = .062). 
They were also more likely to agree that QCET and its findings were useful to their agency, the 
police research field or policing practice in general (rs = -.349, N=31, p = .054). 
Hypothesis 5 
The internal organisational context may incorporate a Model II theory-in-use and this may 
influence OL. The extent to which Model I theories-in-use (Argyris, 1996) inhibit generative 
learning is a key theme of my research, where a Model I theory-in-use (driver of action) generates 
defensive reasoning and a Model II theory-in-use emphasises enquiry and testing and leads to 
productive reasoning. I hypothesised that management practice that is in line with a Model I or 
Model II theory-in-use will reflect in the extent to which the organisation is seen to support research 
based experiential learning and knowledge transfer.  
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Hypothesis 5: Officers who think the orientation of the organisation before the RCT reflects a 
Model II theory-in-use are more likely to view the organisation as being supportive of 
experiential learning opportunities and activities associated with research in general than 
officers who think the organisation reflects a Model I theory-in-use. 
In support of my Hypothesis 5, and as depicted in Figure 5, I found a moderate, negative association 
between the internal organisational context construct, ‘Management orientation’, which measured 
management openness innovation, new ideas and change, and the (negatively coded) experiential 
learning construct ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ which captured perceptions of organisational 
support for knowledge exchange and research (rs = -.375, N=31, p = .038). Those respondents who 
thought that QPS management was more open to innovation, new ideas and change at the time 
QCET was implemented were more likely to perceive QPS today as providing more opportunities 
to support experiential learning, knowledge transfer and research. I also found that ‘Management 
orientation’ which measured management openness to innovation, new ideas and change when 
QCET was implemented was moderately positively correlated with the absorptive capacity 
construct, ‘Exploit knowledge’ (rs = .311, N=31, p = .10) which measured organisational openness 
to experimentation (absorptive capacity) after QCET.  Perceptions that QPS management was more 
open to innovation, new ideas and change at the time QCET was implemented were associated with 
perceptions that QPS was more open to, and supportive of, experimentation after QCET. 
‘Management orientation’ is also moderately positively correlated with the ‘Productive reasoning-
before’ construct which measured perceptions of the extent of leadership qualities supportive of 
productive reasoning before QCET (rs =.352, N=31, p = .052) and is also moderately positively 
correlated with the organisational memory construct, ‘Potential change’ (rs =.380, N=31, p = .035). 
The respondents who though that QPS management was more open to innovation, new ideas and 
change when QCET was implemented were more likely to agree that the QCET implementation 
process had impacted the organisational memory while QCET was being implemented, that is, 
changed the range of potential organisational behaviour.  
On the one hand, my results largely support the validity of the relationships in the OL 
Framework and suggest that the internal organisational context – where the RCT takes place – may 
influence the knowledge acquisition, dissemination and change processes. On the other hand, the 
‘Organisational orientation’ construct, which measured the overall orientation of the organisation to 
experimentation before QCET – as reflecting a Model I or Model II theory-in-use – correlated 
negatively with both ‘Value knowledge’ (rs = -.362, N=31, p = .069), a measure of how relevant 
policing experiments were considered to be to policing, and ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ (rs = -
.367, N=31, p = .065), a measure of whether practice reflected support for informal experiential 
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learning during the implementation of QCET. Officers who thought that the QPS organisation was 
more open to experimentation before QCET were more likely to disagree that policing experiments 
are relevant to policing and disagree that practice reflected support for informal experiential 
learning during the implementation of QCET. Management Orientation’ was also moderately 
negatively correlated with the defensive reasoning construct, ‘Usefulness’ (rs = -.363, N=31, p = 
.045) (see Figure 5). Those who thought that QPS was more open to new ideas, experimentation 
and change – who thought management reflected a Model II orientation – were less likely to think 
that QCET was useful, a good use of resources and supportive of the need for change. This 
association is not predicted by the OL Framework and may, on the one hand, reflect a critique of the 
QCET implementation process. On the other hand, it may reflect the relatively low alpha reliability 
of the ‘Organisational orientation’ measure (Cronbach’s alpha = .75) associated with officers’ 
unwillingness or inability to recall and provide valid responses for organisational/management level 
constructs. Officers may not only be unwilling to report an opinion on organisational level 
constructs, they may be unable to recall organisational characteristics correctly four years after the 
implementation of the RCT. These results will be discussed further under Section 6.4. 
6.2.2. OL process dimensions 
In this section I report on the correlational analysis I used to test the hypothesised relationships 
between key constructs in the different OL process dimensions.  These five hypotheses are related 
to my second research question: How do the knowledge acquisition, dissemination, 
interpretation and change processes influence each other? OL is defined as the process of new 
knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation that leads to a change in the range of 
potential organisational behaviour or a change in actual organisational behaviour (Argote, 2013; 
Huber, 1991). My analysis of the OL processes begins with the knowledge acquisition and 
dissemination dimension and its two key constructs: absorptive capacity and experiential learning. 
As discussed in Chapter Two, the level of absorptive capacity of an organisation (the capacity to 
acquire and use new knowledge), and the extent of experiential learning (the exchange of tacit and 
explicit knowledge) both influence the OL process. Absorptive capacity is linked to the capacity of 
organisations to innovate, that is, its innovativeness (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Huber, 1991). 
Innovation is usually a response to a perceived ‘crisis’ that the organisation interprets as a 
‘performance gap’ (Rogers, 2003), or as discussed above, the ‘recognition of error’.  Absorptive 
capacity allows organisations to “recognise the value of knowledge, assimilate it, and exploit it” 
(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990, p. 140) to make high-quality decisions (Lane, Koka, and Pathak, 
2006).  
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I used three measures of absorptive capacity in my survey. The first absorptive capacity measure of 
the scale, ‘Value knowledge’, measured respondents’ orientation to field experiments in policing in 
general terms. This is a measure of the construct “recognise the value of knowledge.” The second 
scale, ‘Assimilate knowledge’, measured the extent to which involvement in field experiments was 
personally professionally satisfying, a measure of the capacity to “assimilate new knowledge”. The 
third scale, ‘Exploit knowledge’, was a measure of officers’ perceptions of the orientation of QPS to 
experimentation after QCET, a measure of the capacity to exploit new knowledge.  
 The second construct in the knowledge acquisition and dissemination dimension is 
experiential learning. Nonaka (1994) refers to experiential OL as a purposive process of reflection-
in-action where reflection is the constant conversion of tacit to explicit knowledge. Notably, the 
focus here is on the way that tacit knowledge can be made explicit and ‘codifiable’: where knowing 
at an individual level (tacit) is made explicit knowledge at an organisational level. I incorporated 
two measures in the POL-RCT Survey to measure perceptions of experiential learning from the 
QCET RCT. One measure of the experiential learning construct, ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’, 
assessed whether officers thought that QPS was, in general terms, supportive of experiential 
learning opportunities and activities associated with research dissemination. A second scale 
measured ‘Informal exchange’, the extent to which practice reflected support for informal 
experiential learning during the implementation of the RCT. 
The second OL process dimension, knowledge interpretation comprises two constructs: 
productive and defensive reasoning, and research use. As defined in Chapter Two, knowledge is the 
product of the interpretation of data and information that is both an output of OL and an input to 
OL. Knowledge can be acquired, created and put into practice by organisations (Argyris, 1994; 
Huber, 1991; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). It is the basis of learning. How an organisation 
interprets new knowledge impacts the process of OL. New knowledge may be perceived as a threat 
to the organisation or as an opportunity for generative learning. Argyris argues that “defensive 
routines” are organisational policies, routines and practices that protect the organisation from 
“embarrassment or threat” in such a way as to inhibit organisations from recognising the actual 
sources of embarrassment or threat (Argyris and Schőn, 1989, p. 621). Defensive reasoning 
obstructs productive reasoning and innovation, and rebuffs challenges to the existing routines and 
status quo. Defensive reasoning is both “omnipresent and powerful” and “dangerous to 
organisational performance and effectiveness” (Argyris, 2004, p. 212). Defensive reasoning inhibits 
double-loop learning while supporting the adaptive single-loop response.  
Productive reasoning may, conversely, lead to generative double-loop learning by 
uncovering and altering defensive routines. Productive reasoning is based on Model II theories-in-
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use involving the production of valid information, informed choice, the vigilant monitoring of 
effectiveness of actions, and an emphasis on enquiry and testing (Argyris, 2004, p. 8-10). 
Organisations with O-II governing values are more likely to see value in experiments regardless of 
their results and to engage in productive reasoning to reflect on the underlying assumptions of the 
organisation. This supports generative double-loop learning or reinvention (Argyris, 1994). 
One repeated Likert scale was used to measure the productive reasoning construct, 
‘Productive reasoning-before’ and ‘Productive reasoning-after’. Respondents were asked to indicate 
how much they agreed that QPS leadership exhibited qualities supportive of productive reasoning 
before and after the experiment. The second construct in the knowledge interpretation dimension is 
defensive reasoning. Three scales were used to measure defensive reasoning. First, the scale 
‘Organisational defensive reasoning’ measured whether respondents thought barriers existed to 
‘mainstreaming’ the QCET approach to RBTs. Second, the scale ‘Officer defensive reasoning’ 
measured perceptions of the extent to which officers involved in the implementation of the 
experiment may have engaged in defensive reasoning (were resistant to the new way of doing 
business). The scale ‘Usefulness’ was measured through the perceptions of QCETs usefulness to 
policing – to QPS, policing research or policing practice in general. 
I used one measure of ‘Research Use’, split into two constructs (‘Research use-1’ and 
Research use-2) to gauge perceptions of QPS’ use of research from RCTs. As discussed in Chapter 
Five, the Measure of Research Utilisation Scale (Lester, 1993) is designed as a cumulative measure 
of research utilisation by policy makers. The first stage of utilisation is reception – this moves (in a 
linear direction) through to cognition, reference, effort, adoption, implementation, and ultimately, 
impact (Lester, 1993). The stronger agreement is for all items in the scale, the more likely it is that 
research may be generating organisational change. I found that it was necessary to measure 
perceptions of the first two levels separately from the last five levels of the research utilisation scale 
because my respondents agreed that research reaches and is understood by leaders, but disagreed 
that it was used to inform their thinking or practice. 
The fourth OL process dimension is organisational memory and change. In Chapter Two, I 
explained the theory that negative feedback loops are designed to generate and recognise error and 
trigger a corrective response. In the case of organisations, an error is defined as a mismatch between 
intended and obtained outcomes (Argyris, 2004). The response to this mismatch may be adaptive 
(single-loop) or generative (double-loop) OL. Single-loop OL occurs whenever “error is detected 
and corrected without questioning or altering the underlying values of the system” and “the error 
detected and corrected permits the organisation to carry on its current policies or achieve its current 
objectives” (Argyris, 1994,  p. 8).  
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Further, as discussed in Chapter Two, RCTs have the potential to influence organisational 
change along three possible dimensions. First, learning may be added to the organisational memory 
(as tacit or explicit knowledge) for future use. It has then generated OL defined as a change to the 
potential range of organisational behaviour (Tsang, 1997). Second, it may be enacted by the 
organisation to change behaviour through adaptive (single-loop) learning or, third, through 
generative (double-loop) learning. Changes to the underlying cognition, values and behaviour of 
organisational agents are associated with double-loop learning (Argyris, 1994). Further, the theory 
suggests that the attributes of the research and the research processes themselves, as distinct from 
research results and findings, have the potential to generate OL and organisational change (Nutley, 
et al, 2007). The act of engaging in the research project may change cognition or behaviour of those 
directly involved, as well as other practitioners and policy makers. The impact may extend beyond 
the project more widely into the organisation (Patton, 1997). 
Two measures of the latent variables, ‘Potential change’ and ‘Changed practice’ measured 
the activation of organisational memory and change. The ‘Potential change’ scale measured 
perceptions of the extent to which lessons learnt during the implementation of QCET (process 
learning) were systematically shared and communicated; that is, whether it had impacted the 
organisational memory while QCET was being implemented and had changed the range of potential 
organisational behaviour. As discussed in Chapter Two, individual officers’ experience may change 
the organisational knowledge base and thereby change the range of potential organisational 
behaviour.  The ‘Changed practice’ scale measured perceptions of actual change in officers’ or 
organisational behaviour by asking whether respondents thought that either QPS or they, 
themselves, had changed practice as a result of the QCET RCT. I tested five hypotheses associated 
with these OL process constructs. The results are presented below. As discussed in Section 6.2.1, 
only the statistically significant correlations and hypothesised relationships are discussed and 
represented in Figure 6, along with the coefficients representing the strength of the relationship. 
Hypothesis 6 
Experiential learning is positively associated with productive reasoning and negatively associated 
with defensive reasoning. The OL Framework suggests that experiential learning and absorptive 
capacity are both supportive of productive reasoning. First, I hypothesised that an organisation that 
does not support opportunities for experiential learning and knowledge transfer is unlikely to 
support productive reasoning. I tested the hypothesis that there is a relationship between 
experiential learning and leadership support for productive reasoning. 
 
 
127 
 
Hypothesis 6: Officers who believe that the organisation is supportive of experiential learning, 
research and knowledge exchange are more likely to identify leadership as supportive of 
productive reasoning than officers who do not view the organisation as supportive of 
experiential learning.  
 
Figure 6: Nomological network diagram depicting the hypotheses and statistically significant 
Spearman’s correlations between the OL process constructs. 
 
In support of Hypothesis 6, and as Figure 6 shows, I found a moderate negative correlation 
between the negatively coded experiential learning construct, ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ and the 
productive reasoning construct ‘Productive reasoning-after’ (rs = -.468, N=31, p = .008). The more 
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respondents felt that QPS offered opportunities for experiential learning, the more they thought that 
QPS leadership exhibited qualities supportive of productive reasoning after QCET. There was no 
statistically significant correlation between ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ and ‘Productive 
reasoning-before’ that measured (using the same scale) how much respondents agreed that QPS 
leadership exhibited qualities supportive of productive reasoning before QCET.  
There was also no statistically significant correlation between the perceptions of the extent 
to which QPS today provides opportunities to support experiential learning, knowledge transfer and 
research (‘Tacit and explicit exchange’) and the defensive reasoning construct, ‘Organisational 
defensive reasoning’, which measured whether organisational defensive routines have prevented 
the expansion of the QCET approach to RBTs. ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ was, however, 
moderately associated with the (negatively coded) construct ‘Officer defensive reasoning’ (rs =.315, 
N=31, p = .085), a measure of officer resistance to the implementation of QCET.  The more officers 
agreed that police officers involved in QCET were resistant to the implementation of QCET and 
engaged in defensive reasoning the less they thought QPS provided opportunities to support 
experiential learning, knowledge transfer and research. So, while perceptions of defensive reasoning 
amongst officers during the implementation of QCET were correlated with perceptions of the level 
of organisational support for research and knowledge transfer in general, this did not extend to the 
organisational level. Organisational defensive routines were not associated with the level of support 
for experiential learning from research and knowledge exchange. As discussed above, this may 
reflect officers’ being unwilling or unable to provide valid responses to organisational level 
constructs, an issue I discuss further in Section 6.4. 
The negatively coded ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ construct was, however, moderately 
negatively correlated with the Research use-2 construct (rs = -.438, N=31, p = .014), which 
measured the extent to which research influences the thinking and actions of police leaders. Officers 
who thought QPS provides more opportunities to support experiential learning (‘Tacit and explicit 
exchange’) were more likely to agree that research influences the thinking actions and policy 
decisions of police leaders. ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ was also strongly negatively correlated 
with the ‘Potential change’ (rs = -.560, N=31, p = .001), and ‘Changed practice’ (rs = -.505, N=31, p 
= .004), constructs (see Figure 6). Officers who thought QPS today provides more opportunities to 
support experiential learning, were more likely to agree that lessons learnt during the 
implementation of QCET were systematically shared to impact the organisational memory and to 
agree that officer or organisational behaviour had changed as a result of QCET. The results suggest, 
in support of the OL Framework, that there is a complex relationship between the experiential 
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learning construct and the knowledge interpretation process constructs, productive and defensive 
reasoning and research use, organisational memory and change. 
Hypothesis 7 
Absorptive capacity (officer) is positively correlated with research use. I hypothesised that officers 
who believe that RCTs were important to their personal professional satisfaction (capacity to 
assimilate new knowledge) would be likely to take the lead from decision-makers within the 
organisation, that is, they would be more likely to believe that their leadership’s policy and practice 
decisions were evidence based and reflected productive reasoning. 
Hypothesis 7: Officers who see the value of RCTs to their own personal and professional 
satisfaction would be more likely to believe that their leadership uses RCT research 
conceptually to inform policy and practice than those officers who do not see the value of 
RCTs. 
As depicted in Figure 6, I found that the both absorptive capacity constructs, ‘Value knowledge’ 
and ‘Assimilate knowledge’, were correlated with both research use constructs. ‘Value knowledge’ 
correlated with ‘Research use-1’ (rs = .505, N=31, p = .004) and ‘Research use-2’ (rs = .496, N=31, 
p = .005); ‘Assimilate knowledge’ correlated with ‘Research use-1’ (rs = .404, N=31, p = .024) and 
Research use-2 (rs = .384, N=31, p = .033). Those officers who were more likely to express a 
positive orientation to experimentation or find it personally satisfying were also more likely to 
believe that evidence from field experiments reaches and is understood by leaders and that it 
changes leaders’ views, actions and agency processes to inform policy and practice decisions.  
Two correlations suggest that an orientation towards personal involvement in 
experimentation extended to a view that experimentation was useful in general terms. Firstly, I 
found that the absorptive capacity construct, ‘Assimilate knowledge’, was moderately negatively 
correlated with the productive reasoning construct ‘Productive reasoning-before’ (rs = -.305, N=31, 
p = .095) (see Figure 6). Respondents who thought that experiments were important to their 
personal professional satisfaction were more likely to think that QPS leadership did not exhibit 
qualities supportive of productive reasoning before QCET, possibly reflecting the perceived need 
for change. Secondly, the absorptive capacity construct, ‘Assimilate knowledge’, was moderately 
positively correlated with the construct measuring perceptions of the usefulness of QCET to 
policing, ‘Usefulness’ (rs =.307, N=31, p = .093). The more the respondents agreed that 
involvement in field experiments was personally professionally satisfying, a measure of the 
capacity to assimilate new knowledge, the more positive their view of QCET’s usefulness. 
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Both ‘Value knowledge’ and ‘Assimilate knowledge’ were also positively correlated with 
‘Changed practice’, (rs = .488, N=31, p = .005) and (rs = .499, N=31, p = .004) respectively. 
Officers who thought that field experiments were relevant and found personal satisfaction in 
implementing experiments were more likely to say that officer behaviour had changed as a result of 
QCET. This supports the relationship between absorptive capacity and OL proposed in the OL 
Framework. 
Hypothesis 8 
Absorptive capacity (organisational) is positively correlated with organisational memory and 
change. If officers thought that the organisation was open to experimentation after QCET, 
representing a higher level of absorptive capacity, I hypothesised that they would be more likely to 
believe that the RCT had impacted the organisational memory. 
Hypothesis 8: Officers who believe that the organisation’s overall orientation to 
experimentation after the RCT reflects Type II governing values are more likely to agree that 
lessons learnt during the implementation of the RCT impact the organisational memory than 
those who disagree that the organisation’s overall orientation to experimentation reflects 
Type II governing values after the RCT. 
In support of Hypothesis 8, and as depicted in Figure 6, I found that the organisational level 
absorptive capacity construct, ‘Exploit knowledge’ is strongly correlated with the organisational 
memory construct, ‘Potential change’, (rs = .614, N=31, p <.001). Officers who agreed that QPS 
was open to experimentation after QCET were also likely to agree that lessons learnt during the 
implementation of QCET were systematically shared and communicated during QCET to impact 
the organisational memory. Further, I also found a moderate correlation between ‘Exploit 
knowledge’ and ‘Changed practice’ (rs = .344, N=31, p = .067). Those who agreed that QPS was 
supportive and open to experimentation after QCET were also more likely to agree that QCET had 
changed their own practice or organisational practice. Both findings support the predicted 
relationship between absorptive capacity and organisational memory and change suggested by the 
OL Framework. ‘Exploit knowledge’ was also strongly positively correlated with ‘Productive-
reasoning-After’ (rs = .513, N=31, p = .004) (see Figure 6). Officers who agreed that QPS was open 
to experimentation after QCET were more likely to think that QPS was supportive of productive 
reasoning before QCET. 
‘Exploit knowledge’ was, however, not correlated with either of the ‘Research use’ 
constructs. Officers who thought that QPS was open to experimentation after QCET were no more 
or less likely to agree that evidence from field experiments reaches and is understood, or changes 
leaders’ views, actions and agency processes to inform policy and practice decisions. This result 
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does not support the relationship implied by the OL Framework that suggests that organisational 
absorptive capacity and Model II theories-in-use are associated with productive reasoning, research 
use and double-loop OL. This null finding will be discussed in more detail in Section 6.4. I suggest 
that the inability to recall, or unwillingness of officers to reflect on, certain organisational level 
characteristics four years after the implementation of the RCT may explain this anomaly. 
Hypothesis 9 
Productive reasoning is positively correlated with double-loop OL and change. On the one hand, 
defensive reasoning erects barriers to generative OL. On the other hand, productive reasoning 
breaks down defensive routines and opens up the possibility of OL as a change to the range of 
potential organisational behaviour. I first tested the hypothesis that productive reasoning would be 
associated with learnings from the RCT entering the organisational memory. 
Hypothesis 9: Productive reasoning is positively correlated with double-loop OL and change. 
Officers who believe that leadership exhibit qualities supportive of productive reasoning after 
the RCT are more likely to believe that learnings from the RCT will lead to a change in 
officer and /or organisational behaviour. 
In support of this hypothesis, I found that the ‘Productive reasoning-after’ construct was moderately 
correlated with the construct, ‘Changed practice’ (rs =.389, N=31, p = .031) (see Figure 6), a 
measure of whether respondents thought that either QPS or they, themselves, had actually changed 
practice (realised change) as a result of the QCET RCT. Officers who were more likely to think that 
leadership was supportive of productive reasoning were also more likely to think that either QPS or 
they, themselves, had changed practice as a result of the QCET RCT. 
Hypothesis 10 
Defensive reasoning is negatively correlated with organisational memory and change. I tested 
whether the perceptions of resistance to the RCT within the organisation, that is, ‘defensive 
routines’, were associated with perceptions of the extent to which the RCT was seem to lead to 
actual changes to officer or organisational behaviour. 
Hypothesis 10: Officers who believe that officers involved in the RCT engaged in defensive 
reasoning are less likely to believe that learning from an RCT changed behaviour than those 
officers who did not think officers engaged in defensive reasoning. 
In support of Hypothesis 10, and as depicted in Figure 6, I found that the (negatively coded) 
defensive reasoning construct, ‘Officer defensive reasoning’ was moderately negatively correlated 
with ‘Changed practice’ (rs = -.436, N=31, p = .014). ‘Officer defensive reasoning’ was also 
moderately negatively correlated with ‘Potential change’ (rs = -.322, N=31, p = .077). Respondents 
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who agreed that officers involved in the implementation of QCET were resistant to the new way of 
doing business were less likely to say that the QPS or they themselves had changed practice as a 
result of QCET. The defensive reasoning construct, ‘Usefulness’ was also moderately correlated 
with ‘Changed practice’ (rs = .323, N=31, p = .077). Those who thought that the QCET RCT and its 
findings were more useful to the police organisation, the poling research field or policing practice 
were more likely to think that organisational behaviour had changed following the QCET RCT. 
In further support of the relationships suggested in the OL Framework, ‘Research use-2’ was 
moderately positively correlated with ‘Potential change’ (rs = .384, N=31, p = .033) and strongly 
positively correlated with ‘Changed practice’ (rs = .514, N=31, p = .003). Those who thought that 
research influenced the views and actions of police leaders were more likely to say that lessons 
learnt during the implementation of QCET were systematically shared to impact the organisational 
memory and also to say that the QPS or they themselves had changed practice following QCET. 
6.3 Summary of results 
Chapter Five explained how I tested the face validity and content validity of my constructs.  In the 
process of testing my hypotheses in Chapter Six I have also tested the construct validity of the POL-
RCT Survey measures by embedding them within a nomological network to establish whether or 
not the observed relationships between the constructs are theoretically predicted (Cronbach and 
Meehl, 1955). By focusing my analysis on the key constructs associated with my ten hypotheses 
and testing the relationships against a predefined theoretical framework (the OL Framework), I have 
limited the number of tests performed and reduced the probability of “false discovery” or Type I 
error that increases with the number of tests under simultaneous consideration (Benjamini and 
Hochberg, 1995, p. 292). I have explored the convergent and discriminant validity of the constructs 
and reported the direction and strength of the relationships, the effect size. As Westen and 
Rosenthal (2003, p. 609) note, if “the theory is wrong, the pattern of correlations will appear to 
invalidate the measure”.  In my case, and in support of the construct validity of the measures, 
almost all the measures in the pilot POL-RCT Survey analysis held up to the nomological network 
proposed in the OL Framework, supporting the integrated theory of OL discussed in Chapter Two. 
The results are summarised and discussed below.  
1. I found that the external context plays a role in OL from an RCT in policing, but – at least in 
the case of the QCET RCT – this role was much more specific than I had initially hypothesised. 
While there was a strong association between perceptions of the external context for policing and 
the extent to which the respondents saw QCET as being useful to policing, the external context was 
not clearly associated with any of the OL processes of knowledge acquisition, dissemination, 
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interpretation and change – associations I had predicted in the OL Framework. This interesting 
result may indicate that the key role played by the external context in OL is to catalyse OL by 
presenting an initial challenge to the status quo – that is, highlighting the need for change to address 
organisational error. OL theory suggests that the recognition of disjuncture between stated goals and 
organisational outcomes triggers a corrective response and may lead to single or double-loop OL. 
2. The relative advantage of the specific intervention being tested in the RCT plays a role in 
OL. Perceptions of relative advantage of the RCT were associated with their perceptions of the 
overall usefulness of the QCET intervention and perceptions of the extent of officer level ‘defensive 
routines’: an RCT that is seen to have relative advantage may play a role in breaking down officer 
level defensive routines. Further, respondents’ perceptions of the relative advantage of the specific 
intervention being tested were also associated with their individual orientation to experimentation 
(i.e. the officers’ absorptive capacity’, their capacity to assimilate new knowledge as agents acting 
on behalf of the organisation) and their perceptions of QPS’s orientation towards experimentation. 
They were also associated with officers’ views of the extent to which evidence from field 
experiments changes leaders’ views, actions and agency processes to inform policy and practice 
decisions and their perception of whether officer or organisational behaviour had changed due to the 
RCT. Testing an innovation that is perceived to have relative advantage for the police (through an 
RCT) potentially breaks down defensive routines and opens up the possibility of generating 
productive reasoning, double-loop OL and change. 
3. The relative advantage of testing an alternative via an RCT plays a role in OL. Perceptions 
of whether the test of an alternative was advantageous were associated with officers’ orientation to 
experimentation and absorptive capacity. The relative advantage of testing an alternative via an 
RCT was also associated with the extent to which respondents thought officer level ‘defensive 
routines’ impeded the expansion of the approach being tested in the RCT and strongly associated 
with perceptions of how useful the RCT was seen to be to policing in general. Perceptions of the 
relative advantage of testing an alternative via an RCT also correlated with their view of the extent 
to which evidence from field experiments (research) changes leaders’ views, actions and agency 
processes to inform policy and practice decisions and their perception of whether officer or 
organisational behaviour had changed due to the RCT. Perceptions of the advantage of rigorous 
testing of an innovation were linked directly to all three OL dimensions: to the knowledge 
acquisition and dissemination processes via the influence of existing levels of absorptive capacity; 
to the knowledge interpretation processes via research use and the breaking down defensive 
routines to allow for productive reasoning; and to the organisational change dimension whereby 
134 
 
perceptions of the relative advantage of testing the innovation via an RCT was seen to be linked 
directly to perceptions of the role of the RCT in changing organisational behaviour. 
4. How easily and well the RCT is implemented plays a role in OL. I hypothesised there would 
be a correlation between perceptions of the quality of implementation ‘How’ and the extent to 
which lessons learnt during the implementation of the RCT were systematically shared and 
communicated to impact the organisational memory (‘Potential change’). I found no statistically 
significant relationship between the quality of implementation of the RCT (‘How’) and the measure 
(‘Potential change’). This lack of expected correlation may have resulted from the relatively low 
alpha reliability for the ‘How’ scale (α = 0.68). However, given that the ‘How’ construct did 
correlate, as would be suggested by the OL Framework, with the ‘Changed practice’ construct, it 
may also suggest that the quality of implementation may be associated with changed practice in the 
absence of changes to underlying cognition, values and organisational routines (memory). This 
possibility is reinforced by the finding that the more difficult an RCT is perceived to be (to 
understand and implement), the more it is likely to be seen as ‘useless’ and generate officer level 
defensive routines that undermine the possibility of double-loop learning.  
5. The openness of the organisation to a Model II theory-in-use plays a role in OL. An RCT 
that enacts Model II governing values is potentially a powerful change process. First, management 
openness to innovation, new ideas and change, as a measure of Model II theory-in-use in the 
internal context, was associated with experiential learning. A tendency towards a Model II theory-
in-use also correlated with higher levels of organisational absorptive capacity. That is, there is a 
relationship between perceptions of the internal context and both perceptions of the extent of 
leadership qualities supportive of productive reasoning before the RCT and openness to 
experimentation after the RCT. Perceptions of the internal organisational context are also associated 
with perceptions of whether the RCT implementation process had impacted the organisational 
memory and changed the range of potential organisational behaviour. These results support the OL 
Framework and suggest that the internal organisational context, where the RCT takes place, and the 
extent of Model II governing values within the organisational leadership and the implementing 
team, may influence all of the OL processes including knowledge acquisition, dissemination and 
organisational memory. 
6. Experiential learning from an RCT plays a role in OL. Experiential learning is positively 
associated with productive reasoning and negatively associated with defensive reasoning and 
thereby plays a role in OL. My results suggest, firstly, that a lack of leadership support of 
productive reasoning after the RCT aligns with low levels of organisational support for experiential 
learning, knowledge transfer and research activities in general. Secondly, resistance to the new way 
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of doing business from police officers involved in the RCT was associated with lower levels of 
organisational support for experiential learning, knowledge transfer and research activities in 
general. Perceptions of defensive reasoning amongst officers during the implementation of QCET 
were also associated with limited organisational support for formal knowledge exchange through 
research and knowledge transfer. In my QCET study, I found support for the theoretical relationship  
between experiential learning and elements in the knowledge interpretation dimension that allow for 
productive reasoning and double-loop OL, and a direct relationship between experiential learning 
and organisational memory and change. 
7. Absorptive capacity – the officer level capacity to value and assimilate new knowledge from 
an RCT – plays a role in OL. The capacity to assimilate new knowledge is negatively associated 
with defensive reasoning and positively associated with research use and double-loop OL. An 
openness to the assimilation of new knowledge has the capacity to break down defensive routines 
and opens the possibility of productive reasoning and double-loop learning. A positive orientation 
to experimentation – the valuing of new knowledge – was associated with positive perceptions of 
the usefulness of the RCT to policing. Further, officers with a more positive orientation to 
experimentation were more likely to believe that evidence from field experiments (research) is used 
by police leaders and policy makers to inform policy and practice decisions to reflect double-loop 
learning. Valuing new knowledge and the capacity to assimilate new knowledge are both associated 
with a higher likelihood of organisational change. 
8. Absorptive capacity – the capacity to exploit new knowledge from an RCT at an 
organisational level – plays a role in OL. The capacity to exploit new knowledge is strongly 
associated with productive reasoning after the implementation of the RCT. However, officers who 
thought that the organisation was open to experimentation after the RCT, representing a higher level 
of absorptive capacity, were no more or less likely to agree that police leaders today use research to 
inform policy and practice decisions. This result does not support the relationship implied by the 
OL Framework that suggests that the capacity to exploit new knowledge at an organisational level 
is associated with research use. However, organisational absorptive capacity was found to correlate 
strongly with organisational memory and moderately with change. These associations support the 
predicted relationship between absorptive capacity and organisational memory and change 
suggested by the OL Framework. The capacity to exploit new knowledge at an organisational level 
has a direct association with organisational memory and change and may be facilitated by officer 
level valuing of new knowledge and assimilation thereof. 
9. Leadership support for productive reasoning plays a role in OL. Officers who thought that 
leadership was supportive of productive reasoning were also more likely to think that evidence from 
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field experiments (research) changes leaders’ views, actions and agency processes to inform policy 
and practice decisions, and to think that either QPS or they, themselves, had changed practice as a 
result of the QCET RCT. Leadership support for productive reasoning following QCET was 
associated with higher levels of experiential learning generated from the RCT and a higher 
likelihood of the RCT leading to changed practice. This supports the theoretical relationship 
proposed in the OL Framework that suggests that productive reasoning is associated with double-
loop organisational learning. 
10. Defensive routines undermine the possibility of OL from an RCT. Respondents who thought 
that officers involved in the implementation of the RCT enacted defensive routines and were 
resistant to the new way of doing business were less likely to agree that the QPS or they themselves 
had changed practice as a result of QCET, or that lessons learnt during the implementation of the 
RCT were systematically shared and communicated to enhance the organisational memory. Further, 
those who disagreed that the QCET RCT and its findings were useful to the police organisation, the 
policing research field or policing practice, were more likely to disagree that organisational 
behaviour had changed following the QCET RCT. The perception of officer level defensive 
routines was associated with a reduction in the likelihood of the RCT being seen to lead to changed 
organisational memory or actual changes to officer or organisational behaviour. Defensive routines 
are enacted to prevent the possibility of organisational ‘embarrassment’ or ‘threat’. In so doing they 
prevent the organisation from recognizing error and the need for generative change to address the 
error. 
6.4 Limitations and threats to validity 
Nine of my ten key hypotheses were supported and the correlations tested in my analysis 
demonstrate a high degree of convergent and discriminant validity in support of the OL Framework. 
However, apart from Hypothesis 4, discussed above, there were some additional hypothesised 
relationships suggested by the OL Framework that were not supported. For example: 
The OL Framework suggests that the more ‘successful’ an RCT is perceived to be, the more 
it is likely to generate experiential learning. The null result between the relative advantage measure 
of the extent to which QCET was seen as successful and supportive of the need for change 
(‘Advantage of testing’) and experiential learning constructs (‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ and 
‘Informal knowledge exchange’) goes against what would be predicted by my OL Framework.  
The OL Framework suggests that organisational absorptive capacity and Model II theories-in-use 
are associated with double-loop OL. However, officers who thought that QPS was open to 
experimentation after QCET (‘Exploit knowledge’) were no more or less likely to agree that 
137 
 
evidence from field experimental research may changes leaders’ views, actions and agency 
processes to inform policy and practice decisions (‘Research use-2’). 
The OL Framework suggests that an RCT will generate experiential learning. However, the 
experiential learning construct ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ that measured the extent to which 
officers thought practice reflected support for informal experiential learning during the 
implementation of QCET did not correlate with any construct in the other process dimensions.  
Apart from the possibility that the theory is wrong, which is unlikely given the strong 
support the analysis provides for the OL Framework and the validity of the hypothesised 
relationships between the constructs, there are three main explanations for relationships that are 
predicted by the theory to fail to be supported by the observations. First, the measure may not 
reflect the criterion on which it purported to be based. Second, the construct itself may be unclearly 
defined (Westen and Rosenthal, 2003). Anomalies in my results such as those identified above, and 
low alpha reliabilities of key scales suggest that both of these possibilities exist.  An analysis of the 
reliability of the scales (Chapter Five) showed that there were four scales that fell below what might 
be considered a high cut-off point for internal reliability (i.e. α = .80). These included the scales for 
the latent constructs: ‘How’ (α = .68); ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ (α = .69); ‘Management 
orientation’ (α = .75) and ‘Organisational defensive reasoning’ (α = .74). In the case of the 
predicted relationships in Hypothesis 4 and points 1 to 3 above, it is reasonable to suspect that the 
moderate reliability of these scales has impacted the validity of the correlation coefficients. 
A third possibility is an overarching limitation and relates to the method, and specifically the 
sampling frame. For example, as was the case in my research, the set of respondents who are asked 
to take part in the survey may not have been able to recall events long past leading to recall bias 
(Podsakoff et al., 2012).  In Chapter Five, I discussed the implications of recall bias on the results of 
the descriptive univariate statistics. Recall bias is also likely to have impacted the hypothesis tests. 
Because recall bias leads to inaccuracies in the data, the probability of the significance tests 
rejecting the null hypothesis is reduced – increasing the possibility of a Type II error where the null 
hypothesis is incorrectly retained.  
The lack of expected and predicted relationships may also relate to the sampling insofar as 
the respondents in a survey may be unable to form a valid opinion on any given question because of 
their position within the RCT implementing team or the organisation. This does not necessarily 
mean that the measures are not valid in other contexts, but rather may reflect the extent to which a 
particular sample of officers are distanced from the organisational leadership and decisions related 
to the implementation process, reflecting their position in the organisational hierarchy (King, 2005). 
The lack of relationship may suggest a fundamental disconnect between the OL processes in the 
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case of the QCET implementation and imply low levels of process learning and OL at a team level. 
For example, officers’ unwillingness to either report an opinion on organisational level constructs, 
or their inability to form an opinion due to problems with recall four years after the implementation 
of the RCT, may have impacted their responses to a number of the items related to organisational 
level issues and may suggest that they were simply following orders.  
Results that do not support the expected relationships between the constructs in the 
correlational analysis are of particular interest in this regard. For example, I found that there was a 
moderate negative correlation between ‘Organisational orientation’ and ‘Value knowledge’ and 
‘Informal knowledge exchange’. Those respondents who disagreed that QPS was open to 
experimentation (as a measure of Model I or Model II orientation prior to implementation of 
QCET) were also slightly more likely to agree that field experiments were relevant to policing and 
to agree that the implementation of QCET supported experiential learning. This would not be 
expected in terms of the OL Framework. It may also explain the lack of any correlation between 
‘Organisational defensive reasoning’ and any other construct in the OL Framework.  
‘Organisational defensive reasoning’ is a measure of organisational level ‘defensive routines’ that 
may have impeded the expansion of the approach being tested in the RCT. This may relate to the 
content of the measures that required officers to reflect on processes outside of their ‘span of 
control’ such as whether or not they thought barriers existed to mainstreaming the QCET approach. 
This resulted in a tendency overall to select neither ‘agree’ nor ‘disagree’ for many of the questions 
in these scales. This may also explain why constructs that were measured using both officer level 
and organisational level measures consistently generated statistically significant results for the 
officer level constructs, but not for those constructs that measured perceptions of organisational 
representations of the construct. 
All of the above limitations are compounded by the very small sample in my pilot study (N 
= 31) which placed significant limitations on the statistical tests I was able to perform to test my 
hypotheses and establish construct validity. For example, the small sample excluded the possibility 
of performing regression analyses or structural equation modelling. The small sample means, 
therefore, that although the results of my correlational analysis are valid in the context of my pilot 
study, the measures require further testing. 
Despite these limitations, the correlational analysis of the external context, attributes and OL 
constructs very largely supports the construct validity of the POL-RCT Survey measures and the 
theoretical basis of the OL Framework. Further tests of the POL-RCT Survey measures with 
different (and larger) samples of participants may, over time, establish the predictive validity of the 
measures of the constructs. As Westen and Rosenthal (2003, p. 609) suggest, “construct validation 
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is not only continuous (a matter of degree, not a categorical distinction between valid and invalid) 
but continual (a perpetual, self-refining process).” 
In Chapter Seven: Discussion and conclusion, I will reflect further on the results discussed 
in this chapter in light of the findings from the Operation Turning Point RCT provided in Chapter 
Four and the results of the pilot POL-RCT Survey of officers involved in QCET (Chapter Five). 
This will facilitate a more nuanced discussion of the significant and non-significant relationships 
between the constructs in the POL-RCT Survey to allow me to draw some conclusions related to 
my research questions. 
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Chapter Seven: Discussion, conclusion and implications 
7.1. Introduction 
Historically, RCTs in policing have been undertaken by academics external to police organisations  
and RCT results from these academic-led RCTs provided to police organisations as new 
‘knowledge products’.  To a significant degree, these knowledge products are underutilised. The 
failure of good research to consistently inform police practice over the past two decades remains a 
concern, and has been highlighted by numerous authors in the criminal justice field (see for 
example, Bayley, 1998; Mastrofski and Willis, 2010; Weisburd, Telep, Hinkle and Eck, 2008; 
Sherman, 2013; and Neyroud and Weisburd, 2014). Sherman (2013) argues that “until the turn of 
the 21st century”, there had been “less progress in using knowledge than in generating it”. But 
“police interest in using evidence grew most rapidly in just the last decade before 2012 ....the 
Twenty-Noughties and Tens were the most intense period yet for consuming it” (Sherman, 2013, p 
29). Despite these gains, however, others argue that even “[t]oday, as in past decades, strategies 
developed in police agencies are generally implemented with little reference to research evidence 
… the adoption of police innovation has tended not to have a strong relationship with science” 
(Weisburd and Neyroud, 2011, p. 3). 
From an OL perspective, this is not surprising. Despite wide divergence on many levels, 
most OL theorists agree that knowledge production or acquisition must be differentiated from OL 
itself. For theorists such as Argyris, (1994), Huber (1991), Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), Argote, 
(1999), and Simon, (1991), the internal production and conversion of organisational knowledge to 
organisational action is understood to be moderated by an OL process. My research into RCTs in 
police organisations looks inside this ‘moderation’ process – the ‘black box’ of OL – to explore the 
nature of these processes and the implication for organisational change as a result of police 
engaging in RCT evaluations. In this section I will discuss and summarise the key findings of my 
research as they relate to theoretical elements captured in the OL Framework and discussed 
throughout my thesis. I will highlight some key implications for scholars and practitioners who may 
wish to further the evidence based policing agenda. 
In my thesis, I explored the processes of OL associated with two very different RCTs in 
policing. I adopted an exploratory inductive approach to generate new perspectives on OL theory in 
my qualitative study of OL from Operation Turning Point. Through the process of in-depth 
interviews with officers involved in the Operation Turning Point RCT I was able to confirm that the 
OL theory and constructs that emerged from my reading were central to understanding the 
processes of organisational change central to my research questions. I was also able to qualitatively 
141 
 
explore and capture the key elements of the RCT attributes and processes that were highlighted by 
the officers involved in Operation Turning Point. In the second part of my thesis I used a deductive 
research approach to test my integration of OL theory in situ. Using the case of QCET I developed 
and tested the POL-RCT Survey to test my ten hypotheses. In so doing I was also able to measure 
key elements of the RCT attributes and processes involved in the implementation of the QCET.  
In this final thesis chapter, I synthesise and summarise the findings and results from my two 
studies of OL from Operation Turning Point and QCET respectively in light of my research 
questions. In Section 7.3. I consider some of the implications of my research for policing, and 
experimental policing in particular; and in Section 7.4 I make some final closing points. I turn next 
to a summary of the findings from my research. 
7.2 Research question 1: The attributes 
How then, do the attributes of an RCT influence the OL processes associated with the RCT, if at 
all? First, I found that the external context in which the police organisation is situated may act to 
catalyse OL by generating an awareness of organisational error. From the structural contingency 
perspective, organisations adapt their structures in response to rational/technical considerations 
directly related to their goals and contexts (Zhao, 1996). In this view, change is a rational process of 
correcting identified error (Argyris, 1996, Huber, 1991). In contrast to this view, from an 
institutional theory perspective, organisations may derive both their goals and structures from 
outside of rational/technical considerations in response to legitimating and powerful social, 
economic and political institutional interests in their environmental contexts (Crank and 
Langworthy, 1992; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Maguire, 2003). These institutional constituents 
may include politicians, the media, community groups, and other organisations in the organisational 
field and their associated professional associations (Coopey and Burgoyne, 2000; King, 2005). 
 In the case of Operation Turning Point, I found that elements of the external context acted as 
key constructs in both catalysing and determining the role the RCT played in OL in the target 
organisation. On the one hand, I found that the extent to which the intervention aligned with the 
overarching strategic direction of the organisation and the organisational field was critical to 
determining the level of top leadership support for the intervention. In my study, the sweeping 
policy changes related to policing that were happening at a national level played a role in the way 
the new approach being tested in Operation Turning Point was supported in the target organisation 
and at the team level. The broader economic and political context of austerity and the need for a 
demonstration of value for money approaches – not only cheaper, but smarter and more effective – 
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required that the intervention demonstrate relative advantage compared to the business-as-usual 
approach.  
 In the absence of hard ‘positive’ results to support the relative advantage of the Turning 
Point approach compared to business-as-usual at the time of the interviews, the RCT was able to 
impact significantly only on the learning of agents engaged in its implementation. ‘Selling’ the 
message from Operation Turning Point beyond the implementing units was understood to be 
dependent on a formal set of conclusive results once the RCT had run its course. Formal results 
were seen to be essential to moving the intervention forward: only if the RCT demonstrated the 
effectiveness of the intervention - were ‘positive’ - would it be considered valuable. So while 
economic and political interests were catalysts in sending the police on a quest for a better and 
cheaper way of doing business, the RCT process was designed to test the effectiveness of the 
approach as compared to business as usual; to correct identified “error”. 
In contrast, the surveyed police participants who were involved in QCET in general simply 
did not perceive the need for change to the way they conducted stationary RBTs or engaged with 
the public. Nonetheless my correlational analysis supported the hypothesis that perceptions of the 
external context would influence perceptions of the usefulness of the RCT. The role of the external 
context, however, was much more specific than I had initially proposed in my OL Framework 
where I had suggested the external context would influence the entire process of OL. Whereas I 
found a strong association between perceptions of the external context as unchallenging for policing 
and perceptions of QCET not being useful to policing, the external context was not associated with 
any of the OL process dimensions of knowledge acquisition, dissemination, interpretation or change 
– associations I had predicted in the OL Framework. A key finding of my research is therefore that 
the central role played by the external context in OL is to catalyse OL by presenting an initial 
challenge to the status quo – highlighting “error” and the need for change. 
 Second, my research suggests that RCTs implemented by police may act as ‘repositories’ of 
Model II theories-in-use – introduced at a sub-organisational level – to generate organisational 
memory, double-loop learning and generative change. All organisations incorporate O-I learning 
systems and this is essential for their continued existence. Organisational O-I learning systems 
allow for adaptive learning and support ongoing routine organisational activity (Argyris and Schőn, 
1996). Model I and Model II theories-in-use are not opposites. Model II theories-in-use may 
complement Model I theories-in-use. The challenge in OL is to incorporate Model II theories-in-use 
into Organisational O-I learning systems such that the identified goals and the means to reach these 
goals are not based on defensive routines and defensive reasoning (Model I theories-in-use) 
(Argyris and Schőn, 1996). As discussed in Chapter Two, Model II theory-in-use emphasises 
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informed choice, the production of valid information, enquiry and rigorous testing of the 
effectiveness of systems (and activities) to break down defensive routines and allow productive 
reasoning. “Defensive routines” are organisational policies, routines and practices that protect the 
organisation from “embarrassment or threat” in such a way as to inhibit organisations from 
recognising the actual sources of embarrassment or threat (Argyris and Schőn, 1989, p. 621). 
Defensive routines support the adaptive response while undermining the potential for 
transformative generative learning. Defensive reasoning obstructs productive reasoning and 
innovation, and rebuffs challenges to the existing routines and status quo and is “dangerous to 
organisational performance and effectiveness” (Argyris, 2004, p. 212). 
 The very purpose of an RCT is to produce valid and reliable information through enquiry 
and rigorous, public testing of the effectiveness of systems and activities to promote informed 
choice. In my research I found that RCTs may constitute ‘repositories’ of Model II learning systems 
and when incorporated into Model I type organisation that is receptive, they may promote and 
sustain productive reasoning by the continued use of Model II theories-in-use by organisational 
agents alongside “organisational norms that encourage good dialectic and effective communication” 
(Argyris, 2004, p. 12). This was the case in Operation Turning Point.  
 If, however, an RCT is perceived by the implementing team to be driven from outside a 
police organisation – as was QCET – and police officers are only engaged to carry out activities 
required for the implementation of the experimental protocol to produce scientifically acceptable 
results, the dynamic processes of experiential learning, enquiry and testing through the 
implementation are opaque to the learning system itself, and will not generate OL. The increasing 
focus of scholars and police practitioners on the importance of RCTs in policing being police-led 
may be understood from this OL perspective. So too may the importance of ensuring that the RCT 
implementing team incorporates Model II governing values and the processes of implementation 
reflect an emphasis on the production of valid information, informed choice, and the  vigilant 
monitoring of the effectiveness of the implemented actions to assess its degree of effectiveness.  
 In my study of Operation Turning Point, I found evidence that the RCT implementation 
process had incorporated Model II theories-in-use into the larger Organisational O-I learning system 
such that – at a sub-organisational level – the identified goals and the means to reach these goals 
were no longer based on defensive reasoning and routines, but rather comprised a Model II system 
incorporating productive reasoning, public testing of ideas, shared control, experimentation, and 
informed choice (Argyris and Schőn, 1996). In contrast, in my analysis of QCET, I found that 
perceptions of low levels of management openness to innovation, new ideas and change (as a 
measure a Model I theory-in-use in the internal team context) was associated with lower levels of 
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experiential learning, lower levels of organisational absorptive capacity, and lower levels of 
perceptions of the extent of leadership qualities supportive of productive reasoning before the 
QCET. These perceptions of the internal organisational context were also associated with lower 
likelihood of perceptions that the RCT implementation process had impacted the organisational 
memory and changed the range of potential organisational behaviour. 
 These results support the OL Framework and suggest that the internal organisational 
context, ‘Where’ the RCT takes place, and the extent of its Model II governing values, may 
influence the knowledge acquisition, dissemination and change processes. Whereas officers 
involved in the Operation Turning Point RCT saw the West Midlands Police Force – as an 
organisation – as being in pursuit of an evidence based policing agenda and open to innovation and 
experimentation, the QCET was QPS’s very first RCT. Further, QCET was a relatively short-lived 
RCT and was not broadly embraced by QPS leadership at the time, but rather driven forward from 
within the organisation by a small number of QPS leaders, dedicated to advancing the evidence 
based policing agenda and building the theory of police legitimacy
31
. A key difference between 
QCET and Operation Turning Point was that QCET was perceived to be an external project and to 
offer little relative advantage by the team that delivered the experimental treatment. The team 
implementing the fairly lengthy Operation Turning Point Trial viewed it as their project and they 
were personally invested in its successful implementation. 
 Third, perceptions of the relative advantage of the intervention being tested were found to be 
fundamental to OL. Attributes of the innovation being tested in an RCT may enhance the likelihood 
of innovation, adoption, or assimilation at an organisational level. One key facet of an innovation is 
relative advantage which relates to the relative effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of the 
innovation relative to current state of affairs (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003). The greater 
the relative advantage, the greater the likelihood of adoption. In the case of Operation Turning 
Point, the respondents strongly believed that there was a significant relative advantage of the 
Turning Point approach. It was considered, across the board, to be both more efficient and more 
effective than business as usual. Fundamentally, this perception existed in the absence of RCT 
results to confirm that it was, in fact, more efficient or effective. Rather these perceptions derived 
reflexively from the officer’s involvement in the implementation process itself. 
In contrast, in the case of QCET, despite the research results having been produced by the 
University partner that suggested a favourable outcome of the approach being tested in the RCT, the 
respondents in the survey indicated that they did not know what QCET was seeking to test. Further , 
                                                 
31
 Following QCET, QPS has become a key driver of evidence based policing in Australia and New Zealand through 
the formation of the Australia New Zealand Society of Evidence Based Policing (ANZSEBP), and has been actively 
engaged in promoting the use of RCTs to guide policy decision making. 
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either they did not know why QCET had been implemented, or they thought it had been initiated to 
advance the knowledge of an external research partner or at the request of an external agency – and 
was not something that had value for the police. They indicated that the intervention that QCET 
tested – a change to the approach and content of high-volume police-citizen encounters at stationary 
RBT sites – had limited implications for organisational change. Most also thought it was an 
ineffective policing approach compared to business-as-usual and that it was neither a good use of 
resources nor supportive of the need for change. Officers’ who thought that the QCET approach to 
RBTs offered little relative advantage when compared the business as usual approach tended to also 
express a more negative orientation to experimentation in general and to view the QCET as 
providing little advantage to policing, policing research or police practice. They also tended to 
identify their colleagues as enacting a negative orientation – ‘defensive routines’ – and to believe 
that research from RCTs was unlikely to change leaders’ views, actions and agency processes to 
inform policy and practice. They were more likely to think that QCET did not lead to a change in 
their own or the organisational practice. 
My results also suggest that ‘lower complexity’ – how easy an intervention is to understand 
and implement – may impact OL, although the impact may be mitigated by carefully managing the 
impact of complexity on the other OL processes. The Operation Turning Point RCT did not meet 
the criterion of being of lower complexity. In fact, the RCT was highly complex. Complexity was 
mitigated to some extent by the intervention building on existing systems, processes and units. 
Moreover, the extended roll-out meant that the RCT process was simplified over the course of 
implementation by the development of communication and information technology systems to 
support it. Respondents, nonetheless, repeatedly stressed how necessary it was to have a dedicated 
project team and extensive support from the University to manage the complexity. One interviewee 
expressed concern that the level of complexity would impact the internal validity and ultimately the 
results. 
In contrast, despite being a relatively simple change to the practice of implementing a 
stationary RBT stop, QPS respondents thought that QCET was methodologically problematic and 
practically difficult to implement. In the case of QCET, negative perceptions of the simplicity of the 
innovation to be understood, implemented and used was correlated with a negative orientation of 
officers to experimentation, and agreement that officer level ‘defensive routines’ impeded the 
expansion of the approach being tested in the RCT. Those who thought it was difficult to implement 
also tended to think it was not useful to policing in general and that officer or organisational 
behaviour had not changed after the RCT. In the case of Operation Turning Point higher complexity 
was overcome by actively mitigating the impact of complexity on other OL processes. In the case of 
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QCET, perceptions of complexity were associated with a view that the RCT was difficult to 
implement and with a more negative view of the RCT overall. 
7.3 Research question 2: The processes 
I have explored some of the key findings related to the attributes of RCTs that may influence OL. I 
now turn to my exploration of the processes and how they may interact to generate OL and 
organisational change. We have seen in Section 7.2 that if the dynamic processes of experiential 
learning, enquiry and testing through the implementation of an RCT are opaque to the learning 
system (the police organisation and its agents) they will not generate OL. In this section I will 
discuss my findings related to the importance of ensuring that the RCT incorporates Model II 
governing values through the processes of implementation. First, I discuss the role of experiential 
learning in expanding productive reasoning.  
 Huber (1991) differentiates between knowledge acquisition that occurs through experiential 
learning from intentional and systematic efforts (pilot projects and organisational experiments) and 
that which is unintentional and informal. In formal experiential learning, the relationship between 
actions and outcomes is determined through analysis of feedback based on a trial of an intervention, 
innovation or program prior to its implementation. Testing and generating accurate feedback on the 
implementation of the action–outcome implications of new knowledge in a real context (e.g. 
through a pilot study or a field trial) potentially generates information about both the effectiveness 
of the activity and the implementation processes involved, and this can lead to OL (Argyris, 2004; 
Moingeon and Edmondson, 1996). Nonaka (1994) refers to experiential OL as a purposive process 
of reflection-in-action where reflection is the constant conversion of tacit to explicit knowledge. 
Notably, the focus here is on the way that tacit knowledge can be made explicit and ‘codifiable’: 
where knowing at an individual level (tacit) is made explicit knowledge at an organisational level. 
Explicit knowledge may in fact be considered information – the input into instrumental knowledge 
acquisition. The conversion process of explicit knowledge and tacit knowledge through experiential 
learning is, however, what allows for OL to take place. In this way, experiential learning is 
positively correlated with productive reasoning and negatively correlated with defensive reasoning.  
 In the case of Operation Turning Point, I found that the RCT had significant value well 
beyond its formal findings or results. This related to the experiential learning respondents associated 
with the process of implementation. Experiential learning was abundant, ongoing and welcome 
within the RCT. For example, formal and informal training and articulating and sharing lessons all 
allowed new knowledge associated with the RCT to become embedded within the implementing 
units as normal procedure over the course of Operation Turning Point. Moreover, the collective 
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process of ‘doing’ and communication demonstrated a willingness to admit difficulties, own up to 
mistakes, and retain a commitment to scientific rigour, reflecting Model II theory-in-use and 
productive reasoning. In the case of QCET, by contrast, respondents thought that QPS, in general, 
seldom provides opportunities for research based exchange of tacit and explicit knowledge – 
experiential learning from research activities. Perceptions of the lack of leadership support for 
productive reasoning after the RCT was correlated with lack of organisational support for 
experiential learning, knowledge transfer and research activities in general. Secondly, perceptions 
of low levels of organisational support for experiential learning, knowledge transfer and research 
was found to be correlated with officer resistance to the new way of doing business from police 
officers involved in the RCT, that is, with defensive reasoning. 
 Second, I found that RCTs may not only support specific adaptations, but may enhance 
organisational adaptability and absorptive capacity. Shipton’s (2006) concept of ‘flexibility’ relates 
to Huber’s (1991) distinction between OL aligned with a specific adaptation and OL associated with 
enhancing organisational adaptability. The need for organisations to adapt rapidly in a rapidly 
changing or competitive environment is associated with the concept of “experimenting 
organisations” that strive for adaptability and not just short term adaptation to a specific context 
(Huber, 1991; Starbuck, 1984). As Huber (1991, p. 93) suggests, organisational experiments are 
"generally directed toward enhancing adaptation, while maintaining organisational experiments is 
generally directed toward enhancing adaptability”. Moreover, “organisations may not necessarily 
make changes in behavioural terms as they acquire new knowledge; they may instead acquire the 
flexibility necessary to make adjustments as the (perceived) need arises” (Shipton, 2006, p. 244). 
This is important because the “knowledge base necessary to question existing routines and 
protocols may require a different type of learning from that necessary to implement these activities” 
(Shipton, 2006, p. 244). The OL process involves the development of an organisational knowledge 
base over time (Huber, 1991). 
 In the case of Operation Turning Point, interviewees placed as much emphasis, if not more, 
on the concept of learning how to be adaptable as an organisation as they did on the adaptation of 
specific practice based on the results of the RCT. This was linked to the need to be more flexible 
and responsive in light of the increasingly complex role played by police. Operation Turning Point 
not only served to expand the knowledge base for the implementation of the specific RCT 
intervention; it also impacted the organisation’s existing level of flexibility and absorptive capacity.  
Respondents suggested, for example, that over and above the trial of the experimental intervention 
itself, unanticipated and oblique learning had taken place related to other elements of the 
implementation process. The research process and design required individuals and implementing 
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units to suspend business-as-usual practices and reflect on both the business-as-usual practices and 
the experimental alternative. This form of reflexive process learning also opened up a space for 
critical reflection on business-as-usual practices in general – not just that which was being trialed in 
the RCT. Throughout the interviews, participants highlighted a perceptible shift within the 
implementing team towards questioning of existing routines and incorporating scientific enquiry as 
an organisational goal.  
 In the case of QCET, by contrast, there was a tendency for the respondents overall to say 
that officers who had been involved in QCET were resistant to the new approach to stationary RBTs 
and to experimentation more generally– a low level of absorptive capacity. In turn, I found that low 
levels of officer absorptive capacity were positively associated with defensive reasoning. Officers’ 
negative orientation to experimentation was associated with negative perceptions of the usefulness 
and in some cases overt resistance to the implementation of the QCET RCT (Mazerolle et al, 2014). 
In the case of QCET most respondents rarely or never made professional decisions based on 
research evidence from field experiments. They also thought that research evidence from field 
experiments did not lead to concrete changes in QPS programs and services. The respondents 
reflect low levels of research use in general. Perceptions of low levels of organisational absorptive 
capacity were also found to correlate with perceptions of low levels of organisational memory and 
change. Further, officers with a more negative orientation to experimentation were less likely to 
believe that evidence from field experiments is used by police leaders and policy makers to inform 
policy and practice decisions to reflect double-loop learning. The research process involved in 
implementing the QCET RCT does not appear to have played a role in enhancing the absorptive 
capacity of QPS or its adaptability. This does not mean that the QPS leadership will not use the 
research results instrumentally or strategically in the future to implement changes to RBT practice 
or other police citizen contacts. What it means, however, is that any change is unlikely from those 
who were part of the original QCET. 
Third, RCTs may generate double-loop learning. As discussed earlier in my thesis, both 
single- and double-loop learning are required by all organisations (Argyris, 1994, p. 9) but adaptive 
learning is most pervasive and required for organisational maintenance (Nutley et al., 2007, p. 163). 
The adaptive response is generally favored by organisations because “one of the features of 
organisations as a social technology is to decompose double-loop issues into single-loop issues” 
(Argyris, 1994, p. 9). The adaptive single-loop response is easier for organisations. It also may be a 
sufficient response to resolve the perceived mismatch between intentions and outcomes in the short 
term. However, when the organisation’s measures of success, and means to achieve success, are 
questioned, adaptive single-loop learning becomes insufficient to correct error. When this occurs, 
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double-loop generative learning is required for the organisation to continue to meet its goals and 
involves “forging new paths” (Nutley et al., 2007, p. 163). Double-loop organisational learning is a 
process whereby “error is detected and corrected” in ways that involve the modification of an 
organisation’s “underlying norms, policies and objectives” (Argyris, 1994, p. 8). Double-loop 
learning requires more than behaviour change in response to modifications to ‘espoused’ theories-
in-use i.e. what people say drives their actions. Double-loop learning requires first examining and 
then altering the governing values before modifications to the actions. 
 In the case of Operation Turning Point, the RCT is seen to have played a role in creating a 
Model II ‘repository’ that is open to learning to learn as an end in itself within the larger 
organisation – beyond the results of the specific RCT findings. There is a good deal of evidence that 
individual mindsets or assumptions and values of those participating in the RCT were changed 
through the course of the experiment. There was also a clear sense that the RCT was more than a 
passing managerial ‘gimmick’ or ‘fad’: The implementing teams felt that the RCT had done more 
than play a role in changing their values and culture. Beyond this, they saw it as their role to expand 
buy-in for the intervention, and also to shift values and culture to areas of the organisation not 
involved in the RCT.  
 At a sub-organisational level in the case of Operation Turning Point, the shift from single-
loop to double-loop learning aligned to a shift from an emphasis on RCT results (instrumental 
learning) to a later pre-occupation with understanding the implications of the RCT process as it 
unfolded. This extended far beyond the boundaries of what the RCT was testing: Learning how to 
improve OL – deutero learning (Argyris and Schőn, 1996) was couched in terms of learning about 
evidence based policing – at individual, unit and organisational level. The respondents highlighted 
the role of the RCT in driving forward a broader organisational commitment to evidence based 
policing in general: not only ‘what works’, but also ‘why it works’. The respondents emphasised the 
role of the RCT in expanding the professional capacity of individuals and the ability of individuals 
and teams to recognise, assimilate and apply new knowledge. It strongly suggests that while the 
initial motivation for the research may have been based on a reflexive adaptive response to 
identifying a mismatch between stated goals and outcomes, the nature of the research process drove 
a commitment to expanding the organisational capacity for experimentation, use of research, 
productive reasoning and double-loop learning. 
 Finally, team learning may comprise OL through changing the range of potential 
organisational behavior. In the case of QCET, there is no evidence that OL had been generated from 
the process of the implementation of the RCT at a team level. The team involved in the 
implementation had no knowledge of the results and no idea that the RCT was about testing 
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whether perceptions of legitimacy could be influenced by altering the content and approach of short 
police-citizen encounters at stationary RBT stops. This was despite the research team going to each 
of the implementation teams to present the research results and presenting results in a number of 
other QPS sponsored events. However, the possibility remains that QPS leaders will use the 
research results instrumentally or strategically to implement a change to the approach to RBTs or 
incorporate the legitimacy message in other settings. In the event that this were to occur, however, it 
would represent single-loop OL and there is the possibility that the change would be seen as a 
‘managerial gimmick or fad’ – it would then be implemented by officers because they were 
required to implement it by their senior officers – they would follow orders. 
Organisational memory is not a ‘nice to have’. Rather, Huber (1991) suggests it is essential 
for organisational learning. Huber (1991, p. 106) suggests that to demonstrate learning, “that which 
has been learned must be stored in memory and then brought forth from memory”. Huber (1991) 
further argues that information acquisition, information distribution and information interpretations 
are all impacted by and dependent on the organisational memory. “Thus the basic processes that 
contribute to the occurrence, breadth, and depth of organisational learning depend on organisational 
memory” (Huber, 1991, p. 107). In order to become organisational, learning must be embedded in 
the people or in the artefacts of the organisation (Argyris, 1994). 
 In the case of Operation Turning Point, I found that the design and extended roll out of the 
RCT necessitated learning from it becoming embedded within the implementing organisational 
units for the duration of its existence. In this sense, the invented solution was produced and tested 
over the course of Operation Turning Point. My data suggest that the RCT started to feel like 
normal routine to a number of the respondents. It had become embedded in the people and 
processes in those areas that were implementing it and changed the range of potential behaviours of 
the organisation.  Results from the RCT are needed, however, to realise that potential and to ‘sell’ 
the project within the organisation beyond the learning at a team level. While significant and 
meaningful change in values had taken place within the project teams, only hard results would 
allow these changes to be operationalised - to become organisational. The implementing teams are 
the repository of organisational memory – and they may be key to unlocking the broader learning at 
such time as the organisation is ready to accept the RCT results – and this may be when the 
organisation is faced with the need to find “immediate solutions” (Sherman, 2013, p 14) to address 
error. 
 In the case of the QCET, in contrast, respondents disagreed that the QCET implementation 
process had impacted the organisational memory while QCET was being implemented and most 
respondents did not think the QCET approach would be mainstreamed in QPS in the future. They 
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also said there was no direct change: they believed that neither QPS nor they themselves had 
changed practice as a result of QCET. Further, the respondents indicated that low levels of 
leadership support for productive reasoning after QCET and limited opportunity to engage in 
experiential learning generated from the RCT limited the possibility of learnings from the 
implementation process being systematically shared and communicated to impact the organisational 
memory or of changes to leaders’ views, actions and agency processes to inform policy and practice 
decision.  
The summary of my findings suggests that policing RCTs that are implemented by police 
and implemented in such a way as to maximise Model II governing values are potentially powerful 
generators of OL. In contrast, those that are perceived to be directed from outside the police 
organisation and that do not foster Model II governing values within the police implementing 
team/s will be unlikely to generate OL. This does not mean that the RCT will not influence police 
policy and practice. A single-loop adaptive response may well be enacted by the police organisation 
through a strategic or instrumental use of research results: what Sherman (2013, p. 14) refers to the 
police needing a solution to a pressing problem (error) embarking on a “frantic search for research 
that has already been done”.  
7.4 Limitations and future research 
My methodology comprises both a strength and a limitation of my thesis. First, my two studies of 
RCTs had very different methodological approaches and therefore do not readily lend themselves to 
comparison. One the one hand, I adopted an interpretive approach to building theory through the 
first study: a case study of Operation Turning Point which was underway when I undertook my 
research. On the other hand, I adopted a quantitative approach to testing the theory in my second 
study – a survey of The Queensland Community Engagement Trial (QCET) – which had been 
implemented four years prior to me conducting my research. A criticism may therefore be that my 
analysis does not lend itself to compare and contrast the OL processes highlighted between the two 
RCTs. This is, firstly, because the in-depth Operation Turning Point interviews allowed for analytic 
generalisations back to theory about the role of RCTs in OL (Yin, 1994), while the second study, 
QCET, involved hypothesis testing. Secondly, the implications of the different methods may imply 
that the findings and results from the two studies simply reflected the difference in timing of my 
research as regards the RCT implementation processes in each case. Nonetheless, this mixed 
methods approach allowed me to build and test my understanding of OL theory and find a way to 
measure it. The differences between the findings from the two RCTs I examined in my thesis are 
stark, but were not, in fact, central to my study. In a counterfactual scenario, where I had undertaken 
the in-depth case study of QCET first and Turning Pont second, I may have had to conclude that the 
152 
 
theory of OL had little to offer by way of understanding the value of RCT processes to the use of 
evidence by police. The selection of the RCT cases and associated methods as they stand, however, 
allowed me to grapple – in an exploratory fashion – with measuring the constructs in a real world 
scenario.  
While this suggests a limitation, it also points toward a key area of future research. If OL 
from the implementation process of an RCT is important to evidence based policing, how then can 
we measure these processes and associated features in a real world setting in order to maximise the 
possibility of OL? In my thesis, I measured the existence of features and processes associated with 
OL. In so doing, I have demonstrated that it is possible to measure the latent impact of any given 
RCT implemented by police. I have shown that this can be done in two practical and 
complementary ways. Firstly, a qualitative study that harnesses the insights of protagonists involved 
in an RCT implementation at an organisational level provides a rich insight into the processes and 
extent of OL as it is understood by those involved in its implementation. Secondly, a survey – along 
the lines of the POL-RCT Survey – of members involved in the implementation of an RCT, may 
empirically measure the attribute and process features of OL. I have demonstrated that the OL 
constructs in the OL Framework are able be measured reliably in a real-world setting. I have 
explained how I tested the reliability, face validity and content validity of my POL-RCT Survey 
constructs in Chapter Five. In the process of testing my hypotheses, in Chapter Six, I have also 
tested the construct validity of the pilot POL-RCT Survey measures by embedding them within a 
nomological network and establishing that the observed relationships between the constructs are 
theoretically predicted by the OL Framework. This opens the possibility of scholars and 
practitioners focusing on how RCTs are implemented to emphasise the processes and features that 
hold the most promise for generating OL when RCTs are designed and implemented.  
The selection of the cases posed another, related, limitation of practical significance. 
Specifically, the QCET survey gathered data based on individual practitioner recall of an RCT that 
had been implemented four years prior to the administration of the survey. The survey data may, 
therefore, be based on inaccurate reports and recall of historical attitudes and self-reports. Recall 
bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012) may have impacted the hypothesis tests. This is compounded by the 
small sample in my pilot study. Despite these limitations, the correlational analysis of the external 
context, attributes and OL constructs very largely supports the construct validity of the POL-RCT 
Survey measures and the theoretical basis of the OL Framework – although not its predictive 
validity. Further tests of the POL-RCT Survey measures with different samples of participants may, 
over time, establish the predictive validity of the measures of the constructs. 
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Another area for future research relates to understanding the role of the unit of analysis in 
OL from a policing RCT. My thesis references the idea of ‘RCTs in policing’ without 
differentiating between the many different possible units of analyses being tested in the RCT and 
the implications for OL. Not every RCT in policing has the potential to leverage OL in the way my 
research into Operation Turning Point and QCET suggested it might. Specifically, those RCTs in 
which the police themselves are the unit of analysis may require some degree of blinding and may 
not lend themselves to the processes I have considered in my research. 
Finally, in my thesis I sought to ‘carve’ out a space for an OL perspective and basic research 
into the theory and processes of OL in order to set aside the applied focus of scholars and 
practitioners on understanding how to become a ‘learning organisation’ (LO perspective) and how 
organisations should manage knowledge (knowledge management: KM) from RCTs. It is clearly 
the case, however, that for the purposes of evidence based policing, the practice and content focus 
of KM, as well as a focus on LO, are key considerations. In fact, my research has – without 
explicitly intending to – bridged the process and content areas and moved outside of the realm of 
basic research associated with OL.  Both my measurement focus and my highlighting of 
organisational characteristics associated with OL suggest that the real applicability of the LO and 
KM applied theoretical perspectives. However, a full account of the applied practice significance of 
these perspectives is not systematically addressed and requires further investigation. 
Firstly, regarding LO, I have focused on how an organisation learns from an RCT, not how 
and organisation might practically maximise learning from RCTs: the ideal state, capacities, 
characteristics and attributes that organisations should have in order to optimise learning and 
performance (e.g. Burgoyne, Pedler, and Boydell, 1994; Hughes and Jackson, 2004; Senge, 1990).  
However, my thesis suggests that one such ‘ideal state’ may be Type II characteristics – ‘carried’ 
within a police-led RCT. My thesis also suggests that absorptive capacity is an organisational 
attribute that may facilitate the uptake of experimentation to generate OL. Further research should 
explore how OL process theory may add value to understanding more broadly what a police 
organisation that is a ‘learning organisation’ might ‘look like’. 
Secondly, regarding KM – an applied, practice-based approach that focuses on identifying 
ways of creating, measuring, disseminating and storing the ‘stuff’ called knowledge through hard 
technical systems and/or through social transfer and intra and inter-organisational networks (e.g. 
Argote, 1999; Nonaka, 1994; Tsang, 1997) – my research has viewed knowledge creation and 
learning as a process, not a product. However, from an evidence based policing and practice 
perspective, knowledge is most often seen as an explicit product to be disseminated, interpreted and 
stored as in KM. Scholars and practitioners interested in understanding research translation have, 
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however, moved beyond simple debates about how to make research results available and digestible 
to police. The role of RCT research is now taken up within evidence based policing training and 
increasing opportunities for face to face and online collaboration, and indeed police-led RCTs. 
While I have demonstrated that OL theory may add value to understanding KM, this has not been 
an explicit focus. Further research should be undertaken to explore the role of OL processes in KM. 
7.5 Implications 
Despite these limitations, overall my research suggests that the value of an RCT to OL in a policing 
organisation lies significantly beyond the narrow instrumental view of the learning from research 
results. The emphasis on results in experiments in policing to date has been heavily weighted to 
understanding how best to manage research results and communicate them once a formal report has 
been prepared. The attributes of the research design and the process, conceptual and strategic use of 
research has been a neglected area of study. My thesis has demonstrated that understanding what is 
going on inside the ‘black box’ of OL provides an extremely valuable contribution to understanding 
the potential role of RCTs in changing and shifting policing practice and incorporating a 
commitment to a scientific approach in the policing profession. 
 RCTs have the potential to profoundly impact OL through the entire process of knowledge 
acquisition, dissemination, interpretation and organisational change. On the one hand, the value of 
policing RCTs lies in their ability to provide hard evidence – results – of ‘what works’ in policing. 
In this view, the success of RCTs is measured at an organisational level by their ability to provide 
results that support the strategic direction of the organisation and provide organisational decision-
makers with a rationale to shift direction. Limited or weak evidence is easily trumped by politically 
motivated decisions: strong evidence – such as that provided by RCTs – is needed to gain political 
support for something that is both potentially highly valuable and potentially highly unpopular.  On 
the other hand, RCTs are also potentially powerful change processes that serve to generate OL in 
the absence of results.  
 I have found that when implemented in such a way as to maximise experiential learning and 
productive reasoning – by incorporating Model II Organisational O-II learning systems – the 
process of implementing an RCT provides fertile ground for breaking down defensive reasoning 
and changing underlying organisational values and assumptions. The value of experiential learning 
and process research use from RCTs lies in their potential to expand organisational absorptive 
capacity and double-loop OL. In the case of the Operation Turning Point, experiential learning from 
the RCT shifted underlying values and assumptions at a team level and entered the organisational 
memory.  
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 This contrasts with the experience of QPS and the QCET RCT. QCET generated new 
explicit knowledge about police-public interactions and legitimacy policing, but the officers 
involved were unaware of the new knowledge. The results of the pilot POL-RCT Survey suggest 
that the enactment of defensive routines amongst the implementing teams prevented experiential 
learning, productive reasoning and process learning from the RCT. Without an explicit focus on the 
process of implementation (apart from maintaining the experimental protocol), the focus of the 
external research partner and internal QPS sponsors was on the end results of the RCT – and an 
opportunity for OL was lost. My univariate and correlational analysis of the perceptions of officers 
involved in implementing QCET – captured for each of the constructs in the POL-RCT Survey – 
suggests that there was very little organisational learning from the process of implementing the 
QCET RCT. This does not mean that the RCT results will not have an influence should they be 
used strategically or instrumentally by QPS to adapt their approach. OL theory suggests, however, 
that productive reasoning is unlikely to have taken place to change underlying beliefs and values 
and support organisational memory and double-loop OL. 
My research suggests that RCTs are most likely to generate OL if they address issues that 
relate to error identified by police themselves. In line with this, they should test the relative 
advantage of alternative approaches in terms of both efficiency and effectiveness. RCTs may be 
tests of simple or complex innovations, but complexity must be actively managed in such a way as 
to mitigate impact on the OL processes of knowledge acquisition, interpretation, and change. 
Finally, RCTs may be implemented by police as ‘repositories’ of Model II systems, thereby 
opening up the possibility of experiential learning, productive reasoning and double-loop learning. 
7.6 Concluding comments 
The development of scientific experimentation to establish ‘what works’ in policing has done little 
to undermine the entrenched policing mainstays: the “intellectually discredited” ‘3Rs’: rapid 
response, random patrol and, reactive investigations (Sherman, 2013, p. 8). Police practitioners and 
policy makers have, nevertheless, become increasingly interested in using scientific evidence 
(Sherman, 2013) to provide evidence that support alternate policing approaches. Moreover, policing 
scholars are increasingly interested in understanding why there is such slow penetration of evidence 
into police practice and how this can be addressed – what is now known as translational 
criminology. 
I did not set out to enter a “methods war” (see, e.g. Laycock, 2012) in which scholarly 
policing research is currently enmeshed. I have at no point suggested that RCTs are the only valid 
form of social scientific or criminological research into policing. However, I conclude that under 
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certain conditions, RCTs have a specific potential to generate OL. Methodologically, RCTs in 
policing are a specific case where alternative solutions are actually produced and their 
implementable validity rigorously tested. RCTs undertaken from within police organisations – 
where the police are fully involved in the experimental process – are repository Model II 
Organisational O-II learning systems that may be overlaid within the larger Model I organisational 
milieu. It is in this way that “implementable validity” is demonstrated and activated. As Argyris 
(1994) suggests: 
Learning may not be said to occur if someone (acting for the organisation) discovers a 
new problem or invents a solution to the problem. Learning occurs when the invented 
solution is actually produced. This distinction is important because it implies that 
discovering problems and inventing solutions are necessary, but not sufficient 
conditions, for organisational learning (Argyris, 1994, p. 8).  
 
What is required is that the process leads to underlying changes to organisational governing values 
(Argyris, 2004, p. 199). Without this, organisational behaviour changes may be nothing more than 
short-run “managerial gimmicks and fads”. Police organisations, like all organisations, are designed 
as Model I systems – where difficult and intractable problems are ‘decanted’ into single-loop 
solutions aimed at bringing the organisation back to a steady state. This is achieved through the 
enactment of defensive reasoning and routines – and by taking remedial action without 
meaningfully questioning the underlying causes of the disjuncture between stated goals and 
performance. RCTs have the potential to break through these defensive routines because they 
actively challenge the status quo and rigorously test alternatives in situ, thereby opening the 
organisation to generative double-loop learning and change. 
The process of OL is reflexive and iterative. Much like a game of pinball where the pinballs 
represent the RCT and its attributes (who pulled the lever, when, where, why and how) and the 
pinball table represents the organisation and its context. From the moment the balls are unleashed 
into the table matrix, they are in play, potentially striking targets and generating ‘points’ 
(experiential learning, absorptive capacity, productive reasoning, double-loop OL) as long as they 
are active. On a high score, the points may carry over (organisational memory and change). The 
pinballs may, of course, lack traction, fail to strike any target at all, and fall through the paddles at 
the base of the table and into the gutter.  
 Understanding why it is so important that RCTs in policing are police-led has emerged as 
one key finding from my PhD research. This captures the “necessary condition” implied by Argyris 
in the quotation above such that OL processes may bridge the divide between new knowledge and 
organisational memory and change. If an RCT is implemented from outside a police organisation 
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(or perceived to be) and police officers are only engaged to carry out activities required to produce 
end results, the dynamic processes of experiential learning, enquiry, testing and productive 
reasoning through the implementation will not be enacted. The RCT will not generate double-loop 
OL. It is equally crucial that the RCT reflect Model II governing values through the process of 
implementation. I argue that RCTs that are implemented by police as repositories of Model II 
systems may do away with the need for ‘research translation’ because the police already ‘speak the 
language’.  
 My thesis used a mixed methods approach to explore my research questions related to 
understanding the conditions and processes that may facilitate the harnessing of new knowledge 
from the implementation of RCTs at an organisational level. I have demonstrated that RCTs may 
have a specific potential to generate double-loop OL and thereby provide empirical support for 
alternate policing approaches. By shifting focus away from RCT results and instead adopting an 
integrated perspective of organisational learning (OL) I have explored the nature of the relationship 
between processes internal to RCTs and organisational change. Specifically, I have examined what 
attributes of RCTs might impact police organisational change and how the OL processes associated 
with the implementation of an RCT – knowledge acquisition, dissemination and interpretation – 
may generate organisational learning and change. My research has found that the implementation of 
RCTs without capitalising on these OL process may be a wasted opportunity to deliver innovation, 
improvement and change. A practical finding is that measuring OL is potentially a way to focus 
energy on the attributes and processes involved in the implementation of RCTs in policing to 
maximise their value to policing. 
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Appendix A: Glossary of Terms 
ABSORPTIVE CAPACITY: The capacity of an organisation to recognise the value of new 
external knowledge and information through exploratory learning; assimilate new knowledge 
through transformative learning; and apply it to make high-quality decisions through exploitative 
learning. 
CONCEPTUAL RESEARCH USE: The common but indirect influence of research on the 
knowledge and attitudes of decision-makers’ policy and practice decisions. 
DEFENSIVE REASONING: Defensive reasoning obstructs productive reasoning, innovation, or 
any challenge to the existing routines and status quo, while supporting the adaptive response.  
DOUBLE-LOOP OL: Double-loop generative learning is required to bridge the divide between 
theories-in-use and espoused theories and allow for productive reasoning. 
ESPOUSED THEORIES: What agents say drive their actions (implicit) including values, beliefs 
and action strategies. 
EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING: Both tacit and explicit knowledge are required for an effective 
organisational knowledge creation process through the continuous interchange of tacit and explicit 
knowledge, i.e. reflection-in-action. 
EXPLICIT KNOWLEDGE: Explicit knowledge is not separable from tacit knowledge in 
practice, but comprises knowledge that can be expressed in language and codified and developed 
into procedures.   
GOVERNING VARIABLES: Governing variables are those variables that actually guide and 
drive the actions of organisational agents (theories-in-use). 
INNOVATION: Innovation is a specific type of OL process that changes the way an organisation 
performs its role, uses a new product, produces a new artifact, develops a new structure, adopts a 
new process or implements a new program.  
INSTITUTIONAL THEORY: Organisations make decisions and derive both their goals and 
structures from outside of rational/technical considerations in response to legitimating and powerful 
social, economic and political interests in their environmental contexts. 
INSTRUMENTAL RESEARCH USE: A rare but commonly assumed use of research in 
organisations where a specific piece of research directly impacts policy, practice, and problem 
solving. 
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KNOWLEDGE:  The product of the interpretation of data and information that is both an output of 
OL and an input to OL that can be acquired, created and put into practice by organisations. 
MODEL I THEORY-IN-USE:  (i) Be in unilateral control over others; (ii) strive to win and 
minimise losing; (iii) suppress negative feelings and (iv) act rationally. 
MODEL II THEORY-IN-USE: (i) Produce valid information; (ii) informed choice, and (iii) 
vigilant monitoring of the effectiveness of the implemented actions to assess its degree of 
effectiveness.  
NEGATIVE FEEDBACK LOOPS: Negative feedback loops are built into self-regulating systems 
to provide stability (steady-state) and allow systems to generate and recognise negative feedback 
(errors) and trigger a corrective response.  
ORGANISATION: Open, adaptive, dynamic, goal-oriented social systems established to achieve 
an explicit set of objectives. 
ORGANISATIONAL CHANGE: Organisational change means changes to the mission, values, 
structures or activities of an organisation.  
ORGANISATIONAL DEFENSIVE ROUTINES: Defensive routines are organisational policies, 
routines and practices that protect the organisation from embarrassment or threat in such a way as to 
inhibit organisations from recognising the actual sources of embarrassment or threat. 
ORGANISATIONAL LEARNING:  An organisational adaptation and change process involving 
knowledge acquisition, knowledge dissemination, knowledge interpretation, and organisational 
memory.  
ORGANISATIONAL MEMORY: The dynamic human (soft) and technical (hard) repositories of 
data, information and knowledge that the organisation has acquired and retained. 
PROCESS RESEARCH USE: Where the research process itself directly impacts those involved 
in the research project and indirectly impacts the wider organisation. 
SINGLE-LOOP OL: Adaptive learning is based on a ‘what works’ trial and error learning where 
results that are considered to be effective are repeated and those considered ineffective are 
discontinued. 
STRATEGIC RESEARCH USE: Research use by policy makers or practitioners to support 
predetermined points of view, persuade detractors or undermine opposition. 
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STRUCTURAL CONTINGENCY THEORY: There is no ideal best way to structure or manage 
organisations because the structure and function of organisations are interrelated for the purposes of 
effective action contingent upon specific internal or external contexts.  
TACIT KNOWLEDGE: Tacit knowledge is considered ‘knowing’ at an individual level and 
consists of beliefs and mental models derived from individual experience. 
THEORIES-IN-USE: A tacit master program comprised of designs-in-use sub-routines that 
actually drives agent’s actions.  
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Appendix B: Operation Turning Point Interview Protocol 
 
1. Introduction. Assurance of confidentiality. Agreement to record. Name rank and station. 
2. What is your role? Tell me how that role has involved you in [the experiment]? 
3. Why do you think that [the organisation] has undertaken [the experiment]? How have you come 
to that view? [Prompts: training, briefing, meetings, force website, documents] 
4. Why do you think [the organisation] and [the University] opted for a randomised design rather 
than just “testing” [the intervention].  
5. How do you see [the experiment] fitting with [the organisation] strategy?  
6. Has that changed as the experiment has progressed? 
7. What do you think are the most important things that the [University] research team have done to 
make the experiment work?  
8. What do you think could have been done better by the [University] research team? 
9. What do you think are the most important things that [the organisation] have done to make the 
experiment work?  
10. What could have been done better by [the organisation]? 
11. How far are your managers committed to making [the experiment] work? [Prompt if not 
addressed] Why do you say that? 
12. The project has been implemented in stages over the last 2 years – do you think it is important 
that the experiment was introduced that way? [Prompt] Please explain why?  
13. How far do you think that the experiment has developed professional skills and knowledge? 
[Prompts] How? Why?  
14. Giving police officers professional discretion in the right way has been a key theme of [the 
experiment]: how well do you think that theme has been managed? 
15. How important has it been that the police are the sole decision-maker in [the experiment]? 
16. How do you think that the force should learn from [the experiment]?  
17. How have you, personally, learnt from it? 
18. Are there are other things about [the experiment] that you feel we should have covered?  
Closing:  Thank you for participating in this interview. I would like to remind you that your 
responses are confidential. When all the interviews have been completed, the research team will be 
transcribing them and analyzing them in order to build a model of how to conduct and manage 
experiments in policing. Published data will take care, in using the interviews, not to identify 
individuals. 
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Appendix C: The POL-RCT Survey Questionnaire (modified for the QCET RCT) 
 
SECTION B: GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF POLICING RESEARCH 
 
 
QCET FOLLOW-UP: PRACTITIONER SURVEY 
 
1. The following questions ask you about your perceptions of the implementation of the Queensland Community Engagement 
Trial (QCET). QCET was a field experiment implemented by Queensland Police Service from December 2009 to June 2010.  
2. For the purposes of this survey, a field experiment is defined as an experimental test or evaluation where the participants take 
part in their natural, real-life environment, not a laboratory. In a randomised field experiment such as QCET, some participants 
are randomly assigned to a new or modified condition while others are assigned to a business-as-usual condition (the control). 
3. QCET aimed to test the impact of police using the principles of procedural justice during routine RBT encounters with citizens 
on attitudes towards drink-driving, perceptions of compliance, and citizen satisfaction with the police. 
4. There are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in your impressions and your honest responses would be greatly 
appreciated. 
5. Please use the entire range of the scales provided below. Mark your response clearly with a tick or a cross in ONE of the circles 
next to each statement, unless otherwise indicated. 
6. Your responses will be treated confidentially by the research team at UQ. Research results will only ever be presented in 
anonymised, aggregate form. 
7. Your completion of this survey implies your informed consent. If you choose not to participate, you will not be penalised in any 
way. Please see the Information Letter for more information. 
 
SECTION A: YOU AND QCET 
 
What was your position in QPS at the time the QCET field experiment was implemented (Dec 2009 - Jun 2010) 
     Traffic Officer      General Duties Officer      Officer in Charge      Other, specify _______ 
 
Which policing district were you in at the time the QCET field experiment was implemented 
     Oxley      South Brisbane      Wynnum      Other, specify ________ 
 
Of the 20 QCET operations that were conducted in your district, how many were you involved in 
     1      2-5      6-10      11-15       16-20 
 
Of those you were personally involved in, how many of these involved the longer conversation during RBT stop, based on the 
script 
     None  1      2-5      6-10 
 
 
In policing, how much do you agree or disagree that 
field experiments 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Are applicable to policing practice      
Meet the needs and expectations of police      
Are a preferred source of information      
Produce evidence that is important for day-to-day policing      
 
During the past five years, how often has research evidence 
from field experiments 
Very Often Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Led you to make professional decisions that you would not 
have made otherwise 
     
Led to concrete changes in the programs and services 
provided by your agency 
     
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From a policing point of view, what was the socio-political climate like when QCET was implemented (late 2009 to June 
2010)(Select ONE point on the scale closest to your opinion for each of the item pairs below) 
Unstable       Stable 
Uncertain       Certain 
Limited resources       Abundant resources 
Policing was unpopular       Policing was popular 
Policing was in the media spotlight       Policing out of the media spotlight 
        
Why was QCET initiated (Select ALL that apply) 
Based on your understanding, what was QPS’s role in funding QCET (Select ONE ONLY) 
Which best describes the policing intervention QCET tested (Select a point on the scale closest to your opinion for each of the 
item pairs below) 
Changed organisational goal       Changed activity, but same goal 
Major implications for organisational change       Minor implications for organisational change 
A new way of doing business       An existing way of doing business 
        
What is your view of the QCET field experiment overall  (Select a point on the scale closest to your opinion for each of the item 
pairs below) 
A good use of resources       A waste of resources 
Successful        Unsuccessful 
Supported the need for change        Did not support the need for change  
Thinking of your personal professional 
satisfaction, how important to you is  
Very 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Neither 
Important nor 
Unimportant 
Somewhat 
Unimportant 
Very 
Unimportant 
Active involvement in implementing field 
experiments 
     
Participation in professional conferences and 
workshops reporting on police field experiments 
     
Membership on expert-panels and committees 
involving practitioners and experts on policing field 
experiments 
     
Field experiment research reports sent by email      
Field experiment research evidence delivered 
through police professional associations 
     
Information on best practices or benchmarking 
studies related to field experiments 
     
      
SECTION C: GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF QCET 
 
Who primarily initiated QCET      
 
 The Queensland Police Service       Another organisation                                             Don’t know 
 The University of Queensland       Other, specify ____________________ 
    
 
My police agency was interested in advancing knowledge 
of the role of procedural justice during routine 
encounters with citizens 
 
To solve a specific problem that the police agency had 
prioritised; namely the need to enhance legitimacy 
 
 
The external research partner was interested in 
advancing knowledge of the role of procedural  
justice during routine encounters with citizens 
 
At the request of another group, organisation or individual 
outside of my police agency 
 
 There were funds made available for it  Other, specify ____________________ 
   Don’t know 
    
 QPS funded it entirely  It was funded externally 
 QPS funded part of it  Other, specify ____________________ 
   Don’t know 
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How useful do you think QCET and its findings 
are to 
Useful 
Neither Useful 
nor Useless 
Useless 
Your police agency    
The policing research field in general    
Policing practice in general    
 
How strongly do you agree or disagree that QCET was 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
An effective approach to reducing drink driving      
An effective approach to increasing community 
engagement 
     
An effective approach to increasing perceptions of police 
legitimacy 
     
A better way of engaging drivers during RBTs      
Able to influence agency policy processes      
 
In general, how strongly do you agree or disagree that 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
It's important for the police to take the time to explain 
decisions to members of the public 
     
Police should allow members of the public to voice their 
opinions when they make decisions that affect them 
     
Police should treat everyone with the same level of 
respect regardless of how they behave 
     
 
The QCET field experiment 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Had methodological inadequacies      
Implications for practice were unclear      
Was not relevant to police practice      
Conflicted with operational targets      
Had legal implications      
Was operationally difficult      
Was physically demanding      
 
Do you know what the findings from the 
QCET field experiment were? 
Yes No 
   
 
If ‘Yes’, please answer the next question. If ‘No’, skip to Section D. 
 
The QCET field experiment findings were 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Not justified      
In conflict with past research      
Not believable      
Not published quickly enough      
Not readily available      
Not reported clearly      
Not supported politically      
Not supportive of the intervention (backfire)      
In conflict with organisational priorities      
Statistics were hard to understand      
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SECTION D: PERCEPTIONS OF QPS BEFORE THE QCET FIELD EXPERIMENT (before Dec 2009) 
 
BEFORE implementation of QCET, QPS 
 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Don’t 
Know 
Experimented frequently with new police practices 
or strategies 
      
Had a formal process for conducting experiments       
Had a formal process for evaluating experiments 
or new ideas 
      
 
BEFORE implementation of QCET, QPS leadership  
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Invited input from other stakeholders in discussions      
Acknowledged their own limitations with respect to 
knowledge, information, or expertise 
     
Asked probing questions about policy and practice      
Listened attentively to other points of view      
Encouraged multiple points of view      
Criticised views different from their own      
 
SECTION E: PERCEPTIONS OF QPS DURING THE QCET FIELD EXPERIMENT (Dec 2009 – June 2010) 
 
During the implementation of QCET, staff involved in the 
experiment 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Knew who in the organisation would have specific 
information when they needed it 
     
Were keenly aware of how their knowledge could benefit 
the organisation      
Had the chance to talk among themselves about new 
ideas, programs, and activities that might be of use to the 
organisation 
     
Kept information about the field experiment from other 
employees 
     
Resisted changing to the new way of doing things      
Learned about the QCET field experiment through 
informal means such as news stories and gossip 
     
 
When QCET was implemented, QPS 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Had specific mechanisms for sharing lessons learned from 
the QCET field experiment 
     
Reviewed problems with the QCET intervention and 
communicated the lessons learned widely 
     
Allowed a good deal of organisational conversation which 
kept lessons learned from QCET alive 
     
 
In the first half of 2010, QPS management 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Resisted change and was wary of new ideas      
Did not share a common vision of what our work should 
accomplish 
     
Could accept criticism without becoming overly defensive      
Provided useful feedback to staff to help identify problems 
and opportunities      
Seldom involved employees in important decisions      
Encouraged team members to experiment in order to 
improve work processes 
     
Often rewarded innovative ideas      
Did not treat new ideas from staff seriously      
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SECTION F: PERCEPTIONS OF QPS ONCE THE QCET EXPERIMENT WAS COMPLETED (After June 2010) 
 
AFTER completion of the QCET experiment, QPS 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Don’t 
Know 
Experimented frequently with new ways of 
working 
      
Experimented frequently with new police practices 
and strategies 
      
Had a formal process for conducting and 
evaluating experiments or new ideas 
      
 
AFTER completion of the QCET experiment, QPS 
leadership 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Invited input from other stakeholders in discussions      
Acknowledged their own limitations with respect to 
knowledge, information, or expertise 
     
Asked probing questions about policy and practice      
Listened attentively to other points of view      
Encouraged multiple points of view      
Criticised views different from their own      
 
Upon completion of QCET, did you or other members of your 
agency present the evaluation findings 
Yes No 
Don’t 
know 
In person to other agency staff    
In person to other agency leaders    
At professional conferences and meetings    
 
How much do you agree or disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Following QCET, QPS trains traffic officers to engage 
differently with the public than before QCET 
     
Following QCET I engage differently with the public      
After QCET I spend more time explaining decisions to the 
public 
     
 
In relation to QCET, police officers who had been 
involved in the field trial 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Did not see the value of the QCET intervention for practice      
Saw little benefit for themselves      
Were unwilling to change or try new ideas      
Felt the benefits of changing practice would be minimal      
Did not feel capable of evaluating the quality of the QCET 
evidence 
     
Were isolated from knowledgeable colleagues with whom 
to discuss QCET 
     
Did not feel they had the authority to change practice      
Did not have time to read the research      
Felt the results were not applicable to their own setting      
Were not supportive of implementation      
 
Thinking about QPS today, do you think the evidence 
from field experiment research like QCET 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Reaches police leaders and policy makers      
Is read & understood by police leaders and policy makers      
Changes the way police leaders and policy makers see the 
world 
     
Influences the actions of police leaders and policy makers      
Influences agency policy processes      
Influences agency policy implementation      
Yields tangible policing benefits to the public      
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In general terms, how often do you think QPS Never 
Almost 
Never 
Sometimes 
Quite 
Often 
Very 
Often 
Sets up meetings or workshops to discuss research      
Organises training activities which integrate research into 
policing practice 
     
Invests material or financial resources in knowledge transfer      
Develops new approaches, new interventions, or new delivery 
systems based on research 
     
Uses research to guide their decision-making      
 
Since the field experiment, has the QCET approach to community engagement at RBT stops been implemented by QPS (Select 
one only) 
Thinking of QPS, do you think the factors below impeded the 
expansion of the QCET approach to RBTs 
Yes No 
There was no formally recognised need to change practice   
Administration would not allow implementation of the approach   
Managers would not cooperate with implementation of the approach   
There was insufficient time available to staff to implement new ideas   
Facilities and material resources were inadequate   
It has not been impeded   
   
Please list any other factors you believe blocked your agency 
from adopting the QCET approach to RBTs 
 
     
 
→        
 
Since the field experiment was completed, has your approach to community engagement at RBT stops changed (Select ONE 
ONLY) 
 
SECTION G: YOU AND QPS 
 
Within QPS, which of the following do you personally identify with most (Select ONE ONLY) 
 
Thinking about your job in the QPS today, how much do 
you agree with the following statements 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
QPS is a good organisation to work for      
My department is a good place to work      
Senior managers in QPS listen to the views of their staff      
I have no emotional attachment to the QPS       
I feel a sense of loyalty to QPS      
I am confident in using the authority that has been vested 
in me as a police officer 
     
As someone who works for the police, I believe I occupy a 
position of special importance in society 
     
 
Please provide any other feedback or comments  
→ 
 
     
 
 
 Yes, without adaptation  No, but I think it will be mainstreamed in the future 
 Yes, but adapted  No, and it's unlikely to be mainstreamed in the future  
    
 Yes  No 
 Your unit or team  QPS as a whole 
 Your district station / office  Other, specify ___________________ 
 QPS traffic department  None of the above 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 
178 
 
Appendix D: Construct Table: Survey items and scales 
 
Construct 
Construct 
definition 
Original scale items Source POL-RCT Pilot Survey items 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha 
 ATTRIBUTE    
Q9 
‘External 
context’ 
(When) 
External context: 
Was the external 
context considered 
to be challenging for 
police at the time the 
RCT was 
implemented, 
suggesting the need 
to address 
organisational error? 
n/a Own scale 
From a policing point of view, what was the socio-
political climate like when QCET was implemented 
(late 2009 to June 2010) [Select one point on the scale 
closest to your opinion for each of the pairs below. 6-
point semantic differential]. 
.85 
Unstable – Stable 
Uncertain – Certain 
Limited resources – Abundant resources 
Policing was unpopular – Policing was popular 
Policing was in the media spotlight – Policing was out of 
the media spotlight 
Q12 
‘Typology’ 
(What) 
Innovation 
typology: Was the 
intervention related 
to a narrow tactic or 
a broad strategic 
shift indicating 
major implications 
for organisational 
change? 
n/a Own scale 
Which best describes the policing intervention QCET 
tested [Select a point on the scale closest to your 
opinion for each of the item pairs below. 6-point 
semantic differential] 
.86 
Changed organisational goal – Changed activity, but same 
goal 
Major implications for organisational change – Minor 
implications for organisational change 
A new way of doing business – An existing way of doing 
business 
Q15 
‘Relative 
advantage’ 
(What) 
Relative advantage 
of the intervention: 
Was the intervention 
tested in the RCT 
effective and 
considered to be a 
better approach than 
business-as-usual? 
n/a 
Items developed in 
collaboration with supervisory 
team 
How strongly do you agree or disagree that QCET was 
[5-point Likert scale Strongly agree to Strongly 
disagree] 
.89 
An effective approach to reducing drink driving 
An effective approach to increasing community 
engagement 
An effective approach to increasing perceptions of police 
legitimacy 
A better way of engaging drivers during RBTs 
Able to influence agency policy processes 
Q13 
‘Advantage 
of testing’ 
(What) 
Relative advantage 
of testing the 
intervention: Was 
testing an alternative 
to business-as-usual 
a good use of 
resources and 
supportive of 
change? 
n/a Own scale 
What is your view of the QCET field experiment 
overall [Select a point on the scale closest to your 
opinion for each of the item pairs below. 6-point 
semantic differential] 
.81 A good use of resources – A waste of resources 
Successful – Unsuccessful 
Supported the need for change – Did not support the need 
for change 
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Q17 ‘How’ 
Lower complexity: 
Was the innovation 
easy to understand, 
implement and use – 
as tested through the 
quality of the RCT 
implementation 
process? 
The degree to which the item is perceived to be a 
barrier to research use: [1 = to no extent; 2 = to a little 
extent; 3 = to a moderate extent; 4 = to a great extent] 
 
Funk, Champagne, Wiese and 
Tornquist (1991). The Barriers 
to Research Utilization Scale – 
Factor 3: Characteristics of the 
Innovation: Qualities of the 
research. (Alpha = .72)  
 
The Barriers to Research 
Utilization Scale – Factor 4: 
Characteristics of the 
Communication: Presentation 
and accessibility of the 
research. (Alpha = .65).  
 
Some items developed in 
collaboration with supervisory 
team 
The QCET field experiment [5-point Likert, Strongly 
agree to Strongly disagree] 
 
.68 
The research has methodological inadequacies 
 
Had methodological inadequacies 
The conclusions drawn from the research are not justified Implications for practice were unclear 
The research has not been replicated 
Was not relevant to police practice 
 
The literature reports conflicting results Conflicted with operational targets 
The nurse is uncertain whether to believe the results of the 
research 
Had legal implications 
Research reports / articles are not published fast enough 
Was operationally difficult 
 
Was physically demanding 
Implications for practice are not made clear  
Research reports / articles are not readily available  
The research is not reported clearly and readably  
Statistical analyses are not understandable  
The relevant literature is not compiled in one place  
The research is not relevant to the nurse’s practice  
Q20 
‘Organisati
onal 
orientation’ 
(Where) 
Organisation 
orientation: Did the 
organisation’s 
overall orientation to 
experimentation 
before the RCT 
reflect a Model I or 
Model II theory-in-
use (orientation)? 
7-point Likert 
 Higgins et al. (2012) modified 
Garvin et al (2008) Learning 
Organisation Survey 
Experimentation Subscale – 
one of the subscales of 
organisational learning. (Alpha 
= .79).  
Before implementation of QCET, QPS [5-point Likert, 
Strongly agree to Strongly disagree] 
 
.90 
This school experiments frequently with new ways of 
working 
Experimented frequently with new police practices or 
strategies 
This school experiments frequently with new instructional 
practices or strategies 
Had a formal process for conducting experiments 
This school has a formal process for conducting and 
evaluating experiments or new ideas 
Had a formal process for evaluating experiments or new 
ideas 
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Q24 
‘Manage-
ment 
orientation’ 
(Where) 
Management 
orientation: Was 
management’s 
overall orientation 
prior to the RCT 
reflective of a 
Model I or Model II 
theory-in-use 
(orientation)? 
Leadership Commitment and Empowerment [Scale 
not provided] 
Goh (2003). Leadership 
capability dimension: 
Leadership Commitment and 
Empowerment subscale 
 
Experimentation and Rewards 
subscale 
 
Cronbach’s alpha reliability for 
the full 21 item measure = .90 
(across 5 dimensions/subscales) 
In the first half of 2010, QPS management QPS [5-
point Likert, Strongly agree to Strongly disagree] 
 
.75 
Senior managers in this organisation resist change and are 
afraid of new ideas (r) 
 
Resisted change and was wary of new ideas 
Senior managers and employees in this organisation share 
a common vision of what our work should accomplish 
 
Did not share a common vision of what our work should 
accomplish 
Managers in this organisation can accept criticism without 
becoming overly defensive 
 
Could accept criticism without becoming overly defensive 
Managers in this organisation often provide useful 
feedback that helps to identify potential problems and 
opportunities 
 
Provided useful feedback to staff to help identify 
problems and opportunities 
Managers in this organisation frequently involve 
employees in important decisions 
Seldom involved employees in important decisions 
Experimentation and Rewards [Scale not provided]  
I can often bring new ideas into the organisation 
Encouraged team members to experiment in order to 
improve work processes 
From my experience, people who are new to this 
organisation are encouraged to question the way things 
are done 
Often rewarded innovative ideas 
Managers in this organisation encourage team members to 
experiment in order to improve work processes 
 Did not treat new ideas from staff seriously 
Innovative ideas that work are often rewarded by 
management 
  
In my experience, new ideas from employees are not 
treated seriously by management (r) 
  
 
ABSORPTIVE CAPACITY    
Q5. 
‘Value 
knowledge’ 
Recognise the 
value of new 
knowledge: How 
relevant to 
policing were 
policing 
experiments 
considered to be? 
Overall, in the field of your professional practice, 
research: [5-point scale] 
 
Ouimet, Landry, Ziam and 
Bedard (2009). 
Absorptive capacity – 
recognize the value 
(Alpha = .75) 
In policing, how much do you agree or disagree that 
field experiments [5-point Likert, Strongly agree to 
Strongly disagree] 
.85 
Is pertinent for your professional practice 
 
Are applicable to policing practice 
Meets your needs and expectations 
 
Meet the needs and expectations of police 
Is a preferred source of information 
 
Are a preferred source of information 
In terms of your day-to-day professional practice, what is 
the importance of  getting access to research evidence 
 
Produce evidence that is important for day-to-day policing 
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Q7 
‘Assimilate 
knowledge’ 
Assimilate new 
knowledge: Were 
policing 
experiments and 
research important 
to officers’ 
personal 
professional 
satisfaction? 
In terms of your professional satisfaction, what is the 
importance of the following? [5 point scale from not 
important at all to extremely important] 
 
Jbilou, Amara and Landry, 
2007). Determinants of 
Research-Based-Decision-
Making (RBDM). Motivation 
scale and Acquisition efforts 
subscale. 
 
Also, Belkhodja, Amara, 
Landry and Ouimet (2007). 
Linkage mechanisms index 
(Alpha = .85) 
Thinking of your personal professional satisfaction, 
how important to you is [5-point Likert, Very 
important to Very unimportant] 
.96 
Active involvement in research projects Active involvement in implementing field experiments 
Participation in professional conferences and workshops 
involving researchers 
Participation in professional conferences and workshops 
reporting on police field experiments 
Membership on expert-panels, and committees involving 
researchers 
Membership on expert-panels and committees involving 
practitioners and experts on policing field experiments 
Newsletters and research information delivered directly to 
me 
Field experiment research sent by email 
Research reports sent to me by email Field experiment research delivered through police 
professional associations 
 
Research evidence available on the internet Information on best practices or benchmarking studies 
related to field experiments 
Research evidence delivered through professional 
associations, and other venues 
 
Information on best practices or benchmarking studies  
Q25 
‘Exploit 
knowledge’ 
Capacity to 
exploit new 
knowledge: Did 
the organisation’s 
overall orientation 
to 
experimentation 
after the RCT 
reflect a greater 
tendency to a 
Type II theory-in- 
use (orientation) 
than before the 
RCT? 
7-point Likert 
 
Higgins et al. (2012) modified 
Garvin et al (2008). Learning 
Organisation Survey 
Experimentation Subscale – 
one of the subscales of 
organisational learning. (Alpha 
= .79).  
After implementation of QCET, QPS [5-point Likert, 
Strongly agree to Strongly disagree] 
 
.86 
This school experiments frequently with new ways of 
working 
Experimented frequently with new police practices or 
strategies 
This school experiments frequently with new instructional 
practices or strategies 
Had a formal process for conducting experiments 
This school has a formal process for conducting and 
evaluating experiments or new ideas 
Had a formal process for evaluating experiments or new 
ideas 
 EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING    
Q31 
‘Tacit and 
explicit 
exchange’ 
Tacit and explicit 
knowledge: Is the 
organisation, in 
general terms, 
supportive of 
experiential 
learning 
opportunities and 
activities 
associated with 
research? 
In my professional field, users of Research [5-point Likert 
scale Never to Very often] 
Jbilou, Amara and Landry, 
2007). Determinants of 
Research-Based-Decision-
Making (RBDM). Social 
normative component subscale 
In general terms, how often do you think QPS [5-point 
Likert scale Never to Very often] 
.93 
Create events for transfer of research Sets up meetings or workshops to discuss research 
Organise training activities which integrate research results,  Organises training activities which integrate research into 
policing practice 
Invest material or financial resources in knowledge transfer  Invests material or financial resources in knowledge 
transfer 
Develop new approaches, new interventions or new delivery 
systems based on research results  
Develops new approaches, new interventions, or new 
delivery systems based on research 
 Uses research to guide their decision making 
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Q22 
‘Informal 
knowledge 
exchange’ 
Experiential 
learning: Did 
practice reflect 
support for 
informal 
experiential 
learning during 
the 
implementation of 
the RCT? 
Awareness [5-point Likert Strongly disagree to Strongly 
agree] 
Templeton, Lewis and Snyder 
(2002). A measure of 
organisational learning. 
 
Awareness (Alpha = 0.86) 
 
Social Learning (Alpha = 0.66) 
 
 
 
 
During the implementation of QCET, staff involved in 
the experiment [5-point Likert, Strongly agree to 
Strongly disagree] 
.69 
When employees need specific information, they know who 
will have it 
Knew who in the organisation would have specific 
information when they needed it 
Management monitors important organizational 
performance variables 
Were keenly aware of how their knowledge could benefit 
the organisation 
Management proactively addresses problems Had the chance to talk among themselves about new 
ideas, programs, and activities that might be of use to the 
organisation 
Top management integrates information from different 
organizational areas  
Kept information about the field experiment from other 
employees (r) 
Employees are keenly aware of where their knowledge can 
serve the company 
Resisted changing to the new way of doing things (r) 
Social learning [5-point Likert Strongly disagree to 
Strongly agree] 
Learned about the QCET field experiment through 
informal means such as news stories and gossip 
Employees keep information (such as numbers, plans, ideas) 
from other employees (r) 
 
Our employees resist changing to new ways of doing things 
(r)  
 
Employees learn about the company’s recent developments 
through informal means (such as news stories and gossip) 
(r) 
 
RESEARCH USE    
Q30 
‘Research 
use-1’ and 
‘Research 
use-2’ 
Research 
utilisation: 
Cumulative 
measure. Has 
evidence from 
field experiments 
(1) reached 
leaders to (2) 
change their 
views, actions and 
agency processes 
to inform policy 
and practice 
decisions to 
benefit the public? 
Respondents asked how accurately the statement 
described their use of policy information [on a 5-point 
Likert scale, Not accurate to Very accurate] 
 
Lester (1993). Components of 
the 1988 Knowledge 
Utilization Survey of State 
Officials; Section 3: The Seven 
stages of Knowledge 
Utilization. No reliability test 
available. 
 
Thinking about the QPS today, do you think the 
evidence from field experiment research like QCET[5-
point Likert, Strongly agree to Strongly disagree] 
.96 
Reception: Policy makers or advisors receive policy relevant 
information 
Reaches police leaders and policy makers 
Cognition: The policy maker reads, digests, and understands 
the studies 
Is read and understood by police leaders and policy 
makers 
Reference: Information somehow changes the way the 
policy makers see the world 
Changes the way police leaders and policy makers see the 
world 
Effort: Information influences the actions of policy makers Influences the actions of police leaders and policy makers 
Adoption: Policy-relevant information successfully 
influences policy outcomes 
Influences agency policy processes 
Implementation: The information actually influences policy 
implementation (or practice) as the adoption of a course of 
action 
Influences agency policy implementation 
Impact: Information  used in the implementation process 
actually yields tangible benefits to citizens 
Yields tangible policing benefits to the public 
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PRODUCTIVE REASONING    
Q21/ 
Q26 
‘Productive 
reasoning-
before’ 
Productive 
reasoning – 
before/after: Did 
leadership exhibit 
qualities 
supportive of 
productive 
reasoning before / 
after the RCT? 
7-point Likert 
 
Higgins et al (2012). Modified 
Garvin, Edmondson, and Gino 
(2008) organizational learning 
tool. Subscales of 
organizational learning 
Leadership that reinforces 
learning (LTRL) subscale: 
Alpha = .79 
Before/After implementation of QCET, QPS 
leadership 
.86/.81 
My principal invites input from others in discussions Invited input from other stakeholders in discussion 
My principal acknowledges his or her own limitations with 
respect to knowledge, information, or expertise 
Acknowledged their own limitations with respect to 
knowledge, information, or expertise 
My principal asks probing questions Asked probing questions about policy and practice 
My principal listens attentively Listened attentively to other points of view 
My principal encourages multiple points of view Listened attentively to other points of view 
My principal criticizes views different from his or her own 
(r)  
Criticized views different from their own 
DEFENSIVE REASONING     
Q33 
 
‘Organisati
onal 
defensive 
reasoning’ 
 
Defensive 
routines - 
organisational: 
Were there 
organisational 
‘defensive 
routines’ if any, 
that impeded the 
expansion of the 
approach being 
tested in the RCT? 
 
The degree to which the item is perceived to be a barrier 
to research use: [1 = to no extent; 2 = to a little extent; 3 
= to a moderate extent; 4 = to a great extent] 
Funk, Champagne, Wiese and 
Tornquist (1991). Alpha = .80. 
The Barriers to Research 
Utilization Scale – Factor 2: 
Characteristics of the 
Organisation – setting barriers 
and limitations) 
 
Note that for the POL-RCT 
Survey, the last 4 items have 
been loaded onto the construct 
‘Officer defensive reasoning’, 
below 
 
Thinking of QPS, do you think the factors below 
impeded the expansion of the QCET approach to 
RBTs[5-point Likert, Strongly agree to Strongly 
disagree] 
.74 
Administration will not allow implementation There was no formally recognised need to change practice 
Physicians will not cooperate with implementation 
Administration would not allow implementation of the 
approach 
 
There is insufficient time on the job to implement new ideas 
Managers would not cooperate with implementation of 
the approach 
The facilities are inadequate for implementation 
There was insufficient time available to staff to implement 
new ideas 
The nurse does not have time to read research 
Facilities and material resources were inadequate  
 
Other staff are not supportive of implementation 
 
It has not been impeded  
The nurse does not feel she has the authority to change 
patient care procedures 
 
The nurse feels results are not generalizable to own setting  
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Q29 
‘Officer 
defensive 
reasoning’ 
Defensive 
routines - officers: 
Were there officer 
level ‘defensive 
routines’ if any, 
that impeded the 
expansion of the 
approach being 
tested in the RCT? 
 
 
 
The degree to which the item is perceived to be a barrier 
to research use: [1 = to no extent; 2 = to a little extent; 3 
= to a moderate extent; 4 = to a great extent] 
Funk, Champagne, Wiese and 
Tornquist (1991). Alpha = .80. 
(The Barriers to Research 
Utilization Scale – Factor 1: 
Characteristics of the Adopter – 
the nurse’s research values, 
skills and awareness) 
 
In relation to QCET, police officers who had been 
involved in the field trial [5-point Likert, Strongly 
agree to Strongly disagree] 
.84 
The nurse does not see the value of research for practice Did not see the value of the QCET intervention for 
practice 
The nurse sees little benefit for self Saw little benefit for themselves 
The nurse is unwilling to change / try new ideas Were unwilling to change or try new ideas 
There is not a documented need to change practice Felt the benefits of changing practice will be minimal 
The nurse feels the benefits of changing practice will be 
minimal 
Did not feel capable of evaluating the quality of the 
QCET evidence 
The nurse does not feel capable of evaluating the quality of 
the research 
Were isolated from knowledgeable colleagues with whom 
to discuss QCET 
The nurse is isolated from knowledgeable colleagues with 
whom to discuss the research 
Did not feel they had the authority to change practice 
The nurse is unaware of the research Did not have the time to read the research 
 
 
Felt the results were not applicable to their own setting 
 
 
Were not supportive of implementation 
Q14 
‘Usefulness
’ 
Uselessness/Usef
ulness: Was the 
RCT and its 
findings useful to 
the police 
organisation, the 
poling research 
field or policing 
practice? 
n/a Own scale 
How useful do you think QCET and its findings are to 
[3-point scale Useful to Useless] 
.96 
Your police agency 
The policing research field in general 
Policing practice in general 
ORGANISATIONAL MEMORY AND CHANGE    
Q23 
‘Potential 
change’ 
Potential change: 
Were lessons 
learnt during the 
implementation of 
the RCT 
systematically 
shared and 
communicated to 
impact the 
organisational 
memory? 
7-point Likert scale [Strongly disagree to Strongly agree] 
Hult & Ferrell (1997). 
The Organizational Learning 
Capacity (OLC) Scale: 
Memory orientation 
 
Construct reliabilities and 
average variances extracted 
were calculated using the 
procedures outlined by Fornell 
and Larcker (1981). = .72 
(Fornell, C., and Larcker, D.F. 
(1981). Evaluating Structural 
Equation Models with 
Unobservable Variables and 
Measurement Error. Journal of 
Marketing Research, 18 , p. 39-
50. 
 
When QCET was implemented, QPS[5-point Likert, 
Strongly agree to Strongly disagree] 
.90 
As our SBU representative, I have specific mechanisms for 
sharing lessons learned in the purchasing process from 
project to project (unit to unit, team to team) 
Had specific mechanisms for sharing lessons learnt from 
the QCET field experiment 
As our SBU representative, I always audit unsuccessful 
purchasing endeavours and communicate the lessons learned 
widely 
Reviewed problems with the QCET intervention and 
communicated the lessons learnt widely 
There is a good deal of organizational conversation which 
keeps alive the lessons learned from history 
Allowed a good deal of organisational conversation which 
kept lessons learnt alive 
We have formal routines that we use to uncover faulty 
assumptions that we may have made about the purchasing 
process 
 
185 
 
Q28 
‘Changed 
practice’ 
Changed practice: 
Has officer or 
organisational 
behaviour 
changed due to 
the RCT? 
n/a Own items 
How much do you agree or disagree [5-point Likert, 
Strongly agree to Strongly disagree] 
.90 
Following QCET, QPS trains traffic officers to engage 
differently with the public than before QCET 
Following QCET I engage differently with the public 
After QCET I spend more time explaining decisions to the 
public 
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Appendix E. POL-RCT Survey QCET Pilot: Items, scales and figures 
 
 
Figure E1. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q9: ‘External context’ (‘When’) 
 
Figure E2. Histogram of Q9: ‘External context’ (‘When’) 
 
 
Figure E3. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q12: ‘Typology’ (‘What’) 
 
 
Figure E4. Histogram of Q12: ‘Typology’ (‘What’) 
 
From a policing point of view, what was the socio-political climate like when QCET was implemented (late 2009 to June 
2010)(Select ONE point on the scale closest to your opinion for each of the item pairs below) 
Unstable       Stable 
Uncertain       Certain 
Limited resources       Abundant resources 
Policing was unpopular       Policing was popular 
Policing was in the media spotlight       Policing out of the media spotlight 
 
Which best describes the policing intervention QCET tested (Select a point on the scale closest to your opinion for each of the 
item pairs below) 
Changed organisational goal       Changed activity, but same goal 
Major implications for organisational change       Minor implications for organisational change 
A new way of doing business       An existing way of doing business 
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Figure E5. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q15: ‘Relative advantage’ (‘What’) 
 
 
Figure E6. Histogram of Q15: ‘Relative advantage’ (‘What’) 
 
 
Figure E7. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q13: ‘Advantage of testing’ (‘What’) 
 
 
Figure E8. Histogram of Q13: ‘Advantage of Testing’ (‘What’) 
How strongly do you agree or disagree that QCET was 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
An effective approach to reducing drink driving      
An effective approach to increasing community 
engagement 
     
An effective approach to increasing perceptions of police 
legitimacy 
     
A better way of engaging drivers during RBTs      
Able to influence agency policy processes      
 
Which best describes the policing intervention QCET tested (Select a point on the scale closest to your opinion for each of the 
item pairs below) 
Changed organisational goal       Changed activity, but same goal 
Major implications for organisational change       Minor implications for organisational change 
A new way of doing business       An existing way of doing business 
        
What is your view of the QCET field experiment overall  (Select a point on the scale closest to your opinion for each of the item 
pairs below) 
A good use of resources       A waste of resources 
Successful        Unsuccessful 
Supported the need for change        Did not support the need for change  
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Figure E9. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q10: ‘Why’ 
 
 
Figure E10. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q17: ‘How’ 
 
 
Figure E11. Histogram of Q17: ‘How’ 
 
 
Figure E12. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q20: ‘Organisational orientation’ (‘Where’) 
 
Why was QCET initiated (Select ALL that apply) 
 
 
My police agency was interested in advancing knowledge 
of the role of procedural justice during routine 
encounters with citizens 
 
To solve a specific problem that the police agency had 
prioritised; namely the need to enhance legitimacy 
 
 
The external research partner was interested in 
advancing knowledge of the role of procedural  
justice during routine encounters with citizens 
 
At the request of another group, organisation or individual 
outside of my police agency 
 
 There were funds made available for it  Other, specify ____________________ 
   Don’t know 
The QCET field experiment 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Had methodological inadequacies      
Implications for practice were unclear      
Was not relevant to police practice      
Conflicted with operational targets      
Had legal implications      
Was operationally difficult      
Was physically demanding      
 
BEFORE implementation of QCET, QPS 
 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Don’t 
Know 
Experimented frequently with new police practices 
or strategies 
      
Had a formal process for conducting experiments       
Had a formal process for evaluating experiments 
or new ideas 
      
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Figure E13. Histogram of Q20: ‘Organisational orientation’ (‘Where’) 
 
 
Figure E14. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q24: ‘Management orientation’ (‘Where’) 
 
 
Figure E15. Histogram of Q24: ‘Management orientation’ (‘Where’) 
 
 
Figure E16. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q5: ‘Value knowledge’ 
In the first half of 2010, QPS management 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Resisted change and was wary of new ideas      
Did not share a common vision of what our work should 
accomplish 
     
Could accept criticism without becoming overly defensive      
Provided useful feedback to staff to help identify problems 
and opportunities      
Seldom involved employees in important decisions      
Encouraged team members to experiment in order to 
improve work processes 
     
Often rewarded innovative ideas      
Did not treat new ideas from staff seriously      
 
 
In policing, how much do you agree or disagree that 
field experiments 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Are applicable to policing practice      
Meet the needs and expectations of police      
Are a preferred source of information      
Produce evidence that is important for day-to-day policing      
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Figure E17. Histogram of Q5: ‘Value knowledge’ 
 
 
Figure E18. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q7: ‘Assimilate knowledge’ 
 
 
Figure E19. Histogram of Q7: ‘Assimilate knowledge’ 
 
 
Thinking of your personal professional 
satisfaction, how important to you is  
Very 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Neither 
Important nor 
Unimportant 
Somewhat 
Unimportant 
Very 
Unimportant 
Active involvement in implementing field 
experiments 
     
Participation in professional conferences and 
workshops reporting on police field experiments 
     
Membership on expert-panels and committees 
involving practitioners and experts on policing field 
experiments 
     
Field experiment research reports sent by email      
Field experiment research evidence delivered 
through police professional associations 
     
Information on best practices or benchmarking 
studies related to field experiments 
     
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Figure E20. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q25: ‘Exploit knowledge’ 
 
 
Figure E21. Histogram of Q25: ‘Exploit knowledge’ 
 
 
Figure E22. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q31: ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ 
 
 
Figure E23. Histogram of Q31: ‘Tacit and explicit exchange’ 
 
AFTER completion of the QCET experiment, QPS 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Don’t 
Know 
Experimented frequently with new ways of 
working 
      
Experimented frequently with new police practices 
and strategies 
      
Had a formal process for conducting and 
evaluating experiments or new ideas 
      
 
In general terms, how often do you think QPS Never 
Almost 
Never 
Sometimes 
Quite 
Often 
Very 
Often 
Sets up meetings or workshops to discuss research      
Organises training activities which integrate research into 
policing practice 
     
Invests material or financial resources in knowledge transfer      
Develops new approaches, new interventions, or new delivery 
systems based on research 
     
Uses research to guide their decision-making      
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Figure E24. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q22: ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ 
 
 
Figure E25. Histogram of Q22: ‘Informal knowledge exchange’ 
 
 
Figure E26. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q27: ‘Formal knowledge exchange’ 
 
 
Figure E27. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q30: ‘Research use’ 
 
 
During the implementation of QCET, staff involved in the 
experiment 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Knew who in the organisation would have specific 
information when they needed it 
     
Were keenly aware of how their knowledge could benefit 
the organisation      
Had the chance to talk among themselves about new 
ideas, programs, and activities that might be of use to the 
organisation 
     
Kept information about the field experiment from other 
employees 
     
Resisted changing to the new way of doing things      
Learned about the QCET field experiment through 
informal means such as news stories and gossip 
     
 
Upon completion of QCET, did you or other members of your 
agency present the evaluation findings 
Yes No 
Don’t 
know 
In person to other agency staff    
In person to other agency leaders    
At professional conferences and meetings    
 
Thinking about QPS today, do you think the evidence 
from field experiment research like QCET 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Reaches police leaders and policy makers      
Is read & understood by police leaders and policy makers      
Changes the way police leaders and policy makers see the 
world 
     
Influences the actions of police leaders and policy makers      
Influences agency policy processes      
Influences agency policy implementation      
Yields tangible policing benefits to the public      
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Figures E28 and E29. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q30: ‘Research use-1’ and ‘Research use-2 
 
 
 
Figure E30. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q6: ‘Research efficacy’ 
 
 
Figures E31 and E32. Bar charts of items Q6.1 and Q6.2: ‘Research efficacy’ 
 
 
Figure E33. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q21/26: ‘Productive reasoning-Before/After’ 
 
 
 
During the past five years, how often has research evidence 
from field experiments 
Very Often Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Led you to make professional decisions that you would not 
have made otherwise 
     
Led to concrete changes in the programs and services 
provided by your agency 
     
 
BEFORE implementation of QCET, QPS leadership  
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Invited input from other stakeholders in discussions      
Acknowledged their own limitations with respect to 
knowledge, information, or expertise 
     
Asked probing questions about policy and practice      
Listened attentively to other points of view      
Encouraged multiple points of view      
Criticised views different from their own      
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Figures E34 and E35. Histograms of Q21 and Q26: ‘Productive reasoning-before’ and ‘Productive 
reasoning-after’  
 
 
Figure E36. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q33: ‘Organisation defensive reasoning’ 
 
 
Figure E37. Histogram of Q33: ‘Defensive reasoning-Organisation’ 
 
Thinking of QPS, do you think the factors below impeded the 
expansion of the QCET approach to RBTs 
Yes No 
There was no formally recognised need to change practice   
Administration would not allow implementation of the approach   
Managers would not cooperate with implementation of the approach   
There was insufficient time available to staff to implement new ideas   
Facilities and material resources were inadequate   
It has not been impeded   
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Figure E38. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q29: ‘Officer defensive reasoning’ 
 
 
Figure E39. Histogram of Q29: ‘Officer defensive reasoning’ 
 
 
Figure E40. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q14: ‘Usefulness’ 
 
 
Figure E41. Histogram of Q14: ‘Usefulness’ 
In relation to QCET, police officers who had been 
involved in the field trial 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Did not see the value of the QCET intervention for practice      
Saw little benefit for themselves      
Were unwilling to change or try new ideas      
Felt the benefits of changing practice would be minimal      
Did not feel capable of evaluating the quality of the QCET 
evidence 
     
Were isolated from knowledgeable colleagues with whom 
to discuss QCET 
     
Did not feel they had the authority to change practice      
Did not have time to read the research      
Felt the results were not applicable to their own setting      
Were not supportive of implementation      
How useful do you think QCET and its findings 
are to 
Useful 
Neither Useful 
nor Useless 
Useless 
Your police agency    
The policing research field in general    
Policing practice in general    
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Figure E42. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q19: ‘Results defensive reasoning’ 
 
 
Figure E43. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q23: ‘Potential change’ 
 
 
Figure E44. Histogram of Q23: ‘Potential change’ 
 
  
Figure E45. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q32: ‘Memory: Innovation adoption’ 
 
 
 
The QCET field experiment findings were 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Not justified      
In conflict with past research      
Not believable      
Not published quickly enough      
Not readily available      
Not reported clearly      
Not supported politically      
Not supportive of the intervention (backfire)      
In conflict with organisational priorities      
Statistics were hard to understand      
 
When QCET was implemented, QPS 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Had specific mechanisms for sharing lessons learned from 
the QCET field experiment 
     
Reviewed problems with the QCET intervention and 
communicated the lessons learned widely 
     
Allowed a good deal of organisational conversation which 
kept lessons learned from QCET alive 
     
 
Since the field experiment, has the QCET approach to community engagement at RBT stops been implemented by QPS (Select 
one only) 
 
 Yes, without adaptation  No, but I think it will be mainstreamed in the future 
 Yes, but adapted  No, and it's unlikely to be mainstreamed in the future  
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Figure E46. POL-RCT Survey measure of Q28: ‘Changed practice’ 
 
 
Figure E47. Histogram of Q28: ‘Changed practice’ 
How much do you agree or disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Following QCET, QPS trains traffic officers to engage 
differently with the public than before QCET 
     
Following QCET I engage differently with the public      
After QCET I spend more time explaining decisions to the 
public 
     
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Appendix F: Correlation Matrix for the pilot POL-RCT Survey variables 
 
 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed). 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
*** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
       
 
 
External 
context 
What 
Typology 
What 
Relative 
advantage 
What 
Advantage 
testing 
How 
Complexity 
Where 
Org. 
orientation 
Where 
Man. 
orientation 
Ab.Cap. 
Value 
knowledge 
Ab.Cap 
Assimilate 
knowledge 
Ab.Cap 
Exploit 
knowledge 
E. Learn 
Tacit/ 
explicit 
E.Learn 
Informal 
exchange 
Product.
Reason. 
Before 
Product.
Reason. 
After 
Def. 
Reason. 
Org 
Def. 
Reason. 
Officer 
Def. 
Reason. 
Use 
Research 
Use-1 
Research 
Use-2 
OrgMem 
Potential 
change 
What: Typology .372** 
                   
p .039 
                   
What: Relative advantage 0.254 .-.392** 
                  
p .169 .029 
                  
What: Advantage testing .421** -0.114 .642*** 
                 
p .018 .543 <.001 
                 
How: Complexity -0.182 .356** .-.636*** .-.641*** 
                
p .326 .05 <.001 <.001 
                
Where: Org. orientation -0.293 0.033 -0.143 -0.181 .423* 
               
p 0.146 0.873 0.486 0.377 0.031 
               
Where: Man. orientation .-.404** 0.094 .-.382** -0.262 0.185 0.344 
              
p .024 .614 .034 .154 .32 0.085 
              
Ab.Cap: Value knowledge 0.035 .-0.331* .520*** .355** .-0.343* .-0.362* -0.039 
             
p .854 .069 .003 .05 .059 0.069 .836 
             
Ab.Cap: Assim. knowledge 0.166 -0.177 .604*** .573*** .-0.325* -0.177 -0.233 .505*** 
            
p .372 .34 <.001 .001 .074 0.387 .208 .004 
            
Ab.Cap:  Exploit knowl. -0.125 0.137 -0.067 0.093 0.016 0.16 0.311* -0.078 -0.031 
           
p 0.519 0.48 0.731 0.632 0.934 0.434 0.1 0.688 0.872 
           
E. Learn: Tacit/explicit 0.215 -0.038 -0.119 -0.18 0.023 -0.232 -.375* -0.102 .-.469*** .-.627*** 
          
p .245 .838 .524 .332 .9 0.255 .038 .586 .008 <.001 
          
E.Learn: Informal exch. 0.028 0.291 -0.14 -0.215 -0.269 .-0.367* -0.028 -0.088 -0.051 -0.172 0.13 
         
p .88 .112 .451 .245 .143 0.065 .882 .638 .784 0.372 .486 
         
Product.Reason: Before  -0.112 0.128 -0.293 -0.242 0.264 0.2 0.352* -0.221 .-0.305* 0.221 0.082 0.047 
        
p .549 .492 .109 .189 .151 0.328 .052 .231 .095 0.25 .662 .803 
        
Product.Reason: After -0.12 0.187 0.052 0.068 -0.037 0.269 0.261 -0.034 0.049 .513*** .-.468*** 0.144 0.289 
       
p .522 .314 .78 .718 .841 0.184 .157 .855 .794 0.004 .008 .441 .115 
       
Def. Reason: Org 0.136 0.178 -0.046 0.077 0.238 0.243 -0.21 -0.149 0.021 -0.263 0.159 -0.275 -0.086 -0.204 
      
p .466 .338 .805 .679 .198 0.232 .257 .424 .913 0.167 .394 .135 .646 .27 
      
Def. Reason: Officer -0.025 0.277 .-0.344* .-.417** 0.339* -0.268 -0.174 -0.143 -0.288 -0.293 0.315* 0.164 -0.148 .-0.339* 0.248 
     
p .895 .132 .058 .02 .062 0.186 .35 .442 .116 0.123 .085 .378 .425 .062 .179 
     
Def. Reason: Use .611*** 0.053 .600*** .549*** .-0.349* -0.132 .-.363** .365** 0.307* -0.09 0.135 -0.187 -0.145 -0.037 0.065 -0.193 
    
p <.001 .779 <.001 .001 .054 0.519 .045 .043 .093 0.641 .47 .314 .435 .841 .73 .298 
    
Research Use-1 0.045 -0.149 .409** 0.343 -0.269 -0.314 -0.088 .505*** .404** 0.205 -0.276 0.018 0.171 .381** -0.037 -0.113 0.179 
   
p 0.81 0.423 0.022 0.059 0.143 0.118 0.639 0.004 0.024 0.286 0.133 0.922 0.359 0.034 0.845 0.544 0.336 
   
Research Use-2 -0.049 -0.201 .485*** .358** -0.237 -0.147 0.029 .496*** .384** 0.259 .-.438** -0.298 -0.005 0.306 0.01 -0.103 0.199 .759*** 
  
p 0.794 0.278 0.006 0.048 0.199 0.475 0.876 0.005 0.033 0.174 0.014 0.103 0.977 0.094 0.956 0.58 0.282 <.001 
  
OrgMem: Poten. Change -0.077 0.051 0.087 0.264 -0.176 0.279 .380* 0.079 0.128 .614*** -.560** -0.135 0.138 0.352 -0.115 -0.322 0.026 0.21 .384** 
 
p 0.682 0.783 0.642 0.151 0.344 0.167 0.035 0.673 0.492 <.001 0.001 0.469 0.459 0.052 0.539 0.077 0.89 0.258 0.033 
 
Change: Changed practice -0.002 -0.043 .428** .387** -0.353 0.111 0.053 .488*** .499*** 0.344* -.505** -0.158 -0.215 .389** -0.018 -.436* 0.323* 0.267 .514*** .430** 
p 0.99 0.819 0.016 0.032 0.051 0.588 0.776 0.005 0.004 0.067 0.004 0.396 0.245 0.031 0.922 0.014 0.077 0.147 0.003 0.016 
